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PREFACE

This Finalizing Addendum to the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) on the proposed
AT&T China-US Cable Network project contains: (A) discussion of Project Implementation
Options regarding a potential minor realignment of one of the two cable segments in nearshore
shallow waters and the specification of the cable-laying vessel that will be used to install both
cables; (B) a Summary of Project Impacts, Mitigation Measures, and a Mitigation Monitoring
and Reporting Plan; (C) letters of comment on the DEIR submitted to the California State Lands
Commission (CSLC); (D) transcript of the testimony received at the public hearing held on the
DEIR at Morro Bay on February 1, 2000; (E) responses to the letters of comment submitted to the
CSLC and the testimony heard at the public hearing; and (F) a listing of the revisions to the
DEIR. Collectively, these documents, including the DEIR, constitute the Final Environmental
Impact Report for this project.

The discussion of Project Implementation Options is presented in the first main portion of this
document following the first blue divider sheet. The first part of this discussion is an analysis of
the “2 in 2 Option” which is a potential minor realignment of one of the two cable segments in
the nearshore shallow waters. The second part is a letter submitted on behalf of the project
applicant giving further detail on the equipment intended to be used to complete the project.
Correspondence with the San Luis Obispo County Air Pollution Control District (SLOAPCD) on
the associated emissions and appropriate mitigation measures is included. As fully discussed
and concluded in the section describing the Project Implementation Options, the information
contained therein does not involve new significant environmental effects or a substantial
increase in the severity of effects that are described in the DEIR.

Following the second blue divider sheet is a Summary of Project Impacts, Mitigation Measures,
and the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan for this project, all of which are set forth in
Table B-1.

A complete transcript of the public hearing on the DEIR conducted by CSLC in the town of
Morro Bay on February 1, 2000 follows the fourth blue divider sheet. Four speakers from the
public spoke at the hearing. Two represented the commercial fishing industry, one represented
the Harbor District for the City of Morro Bay, and one represented Port San Luis Harbor

District.

Following a fifth blue divider sheet, the responses to the comments are presented. Each written

comment is identified by the name of the commenter (e.g., the California Coastal Commission),
and where known, an agency or organization is also identified with an abbreviated name (e.g.,
CDFG for the California Department of Fish and Game). Each comment is reiterated with a
specific response that follows. Included in this section of the response to comments is a
response to the substantive issue raised at the public hearing.

Finally, the revisions to the DEIR prompted by the responses to comment are listed in the final
section following the sixth blue divider sheet.
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A. PROJECT IMPLEMENTATION OPTIONS

1. Analysis of “2 in 2 Option”

2. Specification of Cable Laying Vessel




ANALYSIS OF AT&T CHINA-U.S. CABLE NETWORK PROJECT
“2 IN 2 OPTION”

DESCRIPTION OF CONTINGENT MODIFICATION TO PROPOSED PRO]ECT

Contingent on the successful and timely installation of five (5) new bore pipes at Montafa de
Oro as part of the MCIWorldCom project (CSLC Lease # PRC 8144.1), AT&T may prefer to
realign the China-U.S. E1 cable into MCIWorldcom’s southernmost new bore pipe, while the 57
cable would remain as proposed along the Maximum Burial Route, connecting as planned into
the existing empty AT&T bore pipe. The name “2 in 2 Option” derives from the fact that the
two China-U.S. cables (57 and E1) would be landed in two separate bore pipes, as opposed to
the planned “2 in 1” proposal where the two cables would be jointly pulled into one bore pipe.
Implementing the 2 in 2 Option would increase the security of the system by placing the two
China-U.S. cables in two separate bore pipes. Associated with the 2 in 2 Option is a
realignment of the E1 cable route in the nearshore shallow water area from the yet-to-be-
constructed MCIWorldcom bore pipe to a distance of about 1 mile offshore where the
alignment would rejoin the Maximum Burial E1 Route (Figure A-1). If approved, AT&T would
opt for the 2 in 2 Option only if the MCIWorldcom bore pipe were constructed and: ready to
accept cable at the time that the E1 cable is ready to be landed. If the MCIWorldcom-bore pipe
is not available, AT&T would land the E1 cable jointly with the S7 cable in the existing AT&T
bore pipe.

As shown in Figure A-1, the E1 cable route associated with the 2 in 2 Option begins at the
MCIWorldcom bore pipe, the offshore exit point of which is 330 feet (100 meters [m]) northeast
of the offshore exit point of the existing AT&T bore pipe. The route then parallels the proposed
Maximum Burial combined E1-S7 route for 2779 feet (847 m), then turns northward for 1000
feet (300 meters) whereupon it intersects the Maximum Burial route. The route crosses the
same sedimentary substrates that are crossed by the Maximum Burial routes.

The use of separate bore pipes for the 2 in 2 Option would necessitate modifications to the
installation procedures for the shore-end and nearshore components of the project relative to
those of the original proposed project and Maximum Burial routes. These modifications are as

follows:

1. Activity durations and equipment usage for shore-end operations at the Sandspit Beach
parking lot would be increased by 3 - 5 days due to the installation of cables into the

two separate bore pipes.

2. Equipment usage for nearshore operations would be greater than for the original
proposed project, but activity duration is not expected to significantly change. Each
cable would be installed into its own bore pipe then laid along its own course
independently of the other cable. As a result, there would be two separate diver-
assisted cable pulling operations at the two bore pipe exits instead of the single cable
pulling operation; and two diver retro-burial operations in the shallow-water area




A.1 Analysis of “2 in 2 Option”

extending seaward in shallow water from the bore pipes, instead of a single retroburial
operation out to about 23 m depth where the E1 and 57 Maximum Burial routes diverge.

Activity duration, however, is not expected to change significantly, if at all. Under the original
proposed project, the cable-laying ship will land both cables in AT&T’s remaining bore pipe
and then steam seaward, laying out both along one of the predetermined alignments to a point
3.1 miles offshore. At that point, the cable ship will buoy off one of the cables (the Segment E1
cable), turn around, and slowly steam back to shore picking back up the other cable (Segment
S7) to the point of divergence from the El alignment (about one mile offshore). At this
juncture, it will steam seaward again, laying out the S7 cable along its predetermined course.

By contrast, the 2 in 2 Option requires that the cable-laying ship land one of the cables (E1), lay
it out to its deep water splice point, buoy it off, and then turn around to steam directly and
relatively quickly back to land the remaining cable (S7) and lay it on its predetermined course
to its deep water splice point. Under the 2 in 2 Option, the cable-laying ship would not have to
engage in the time-consuming and energy-consumptive process of picking back up the S7 cable
after having laid the E1 cable. Since the two cables will be grounded at different landing
points, it will not be necessary to land them simultaneously and lay and retrieve them as
described above.

In all other respects, the 2 in 2 Option is the same as the Maximum Burial Alternative. The
following sections assess the degree to which the environmental impacts and mitigation
measures differ between the 2 in 2 Option and the Maximum Burial Alternative as described in
the DEIR.

COMPARATIVE IMPACT ANALYSIS

Air Quality

The 2 in 2 Option would result in greater emissions of NOx due to increased equipment usage
and activity durations in the parking lot and in the nearshore waters. The DEIR and
Addendum regarding the use of the vessel CS Seaspread establish that the proposed project
would exceed the San Luis Obispo County Air Pollution Control District (SLOAPCD) threshold
for requiring best available control technology (BACT) and that additional offsets should be
applied for the use of the Seaspread. In discussion between the CSLC and the SLOAPCD, it has
been agreed that project modifications that increase NOx emissions above the 2.5 tons per
quarter threshold shall provide additional mitigation in the form of proportionate contributions
to an offset program developed by the SLOAPCD.

Tables A-1 through A-4 provide the analysis of emissions associated with the 2 in 2 Option. As
indicated in Table A-4, total project emissions within the 3-mile limit would amount to 3.63
tons of NOx. The SLOAPCD and the CSLC will determine the appropriate contribution to
offset this quantity of NOx emissions, based on the cost of offsets consistent with DEIR
mitigation measure AQ-4.
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Table A-1. Emission Source Data for Construction of the China-US Cable Network Project, 2 in 2 Option.

Horsepower | Load |Number| Total Hours Work | Total Fuel
Activity/Equipment Type (Hp)  |Factor| Active | Hp | Gal/Hr | /Day |Gal/Day| Days Gal)
7S TN RS
Pipe Preparation x"ﬁ%ﬁ% e
Primary Work Boat - Dive Platform 2 941

Secondary Work Boat - Anchor Support/Shuttle
Pre-lay Grapnel Run

SEASPREAD - Qutside State Waters

SEASPREAD - w/i State Waters
Near-Shore Cable Installation

SEASPREAD - Landing

Primary Work Boat - Dive Platform

Secondary Work Boat - Anchor Support/Shuttle

SEASPREAD - Near-Shore Lay :

Secondary Work Boat - Support, Patrol & Shuttle
Near-Shore Cable Retroburial

Primary Work Boat - Dive Platform

Secondary Work Boat - Anchor Support/Shuttle
Cable Splice - Arrival & Return

Cable Lay Vessel - Cruising

Cable Lay Vessel - Holding
Offshore Cable Installation

Cable Lay Vessel - Lay Cable

Cable Lay Vessel - Plow Cable
Cable Ship Return

Cable Lay Vessel - Cruising

Cable Lay Vesse! - Cruising wii State Waters
Cable Retroburial

SEASPREAD - ROV
SEASPREAD - ROV w/i State Waters
Shore End Construction - N}» o "ii

Bare Rig (Pipe Cleaning) 0.50 1 58 3.2 6 2 38.6
Crane 0.32 1 80 45 2 4 35.8
Backhoe 0.72 1 76| 42 8 8 271.0
Power Winch 0.40 1 40] 22 6 4 53.8
Compressor 40| 048 1 19 1.1 2 22 4 8.6
Generator 50| 0.74 1 37 2.1 3 62| 20 124.3
Supply Truck 250 [ 0.30 2 150 8.4 1 84| 20 168.0

Notes: Fuel consumption (galfhr) for all equipment based on 0.056 gallons per Hp-hr (diesel engines).
Horsepower and load factor data for vessels include consideration of the power needed to generate on-board electricity.




Table A-2. Emission Factors for Sources Associated with the China-US Cable Network Project.

Fuel Emission Factors

Equipment Type Type | TOC ROG CO NOx S02 PM PM10 Units Source
Primary Work Boat, SEASPREAD, &

Cable Lay Vessel D 19.8 19.0 57.0 335.2 75.0 9.0 8.6 | Ibs/1000gal| (1)
Secondary Work Boat D 188.0 | 1805 41801 3104 7.1 24.0 23.0 | Ibs/1000gal| (2)
Bore Rig D 1.44 1.38 9.20 8.81 0.93 1.44 1.38 | grams/Hp-hr{ (3)
Crane D 1.29 1.24 4.20 8.24 0.93 1.44 1.38 | grams/Hp-hr|  (3)
Backhoe D 1.43 1.37 6.80 8.08 0.85 1.05 1.01 | grams/Hp-hr|  (3)
Power Winch D 1.14 1.09 303 14.06 0.93 1.00 1.00 | grams/Hp-hr| (4)
Compressor D 1.22 117 5.00 8.00 0.93 1.00 0.96 | grams/Hp-hr|  (3)
Generator D 122 147 5.00 8.00 0.93 1.00 0.96 | grams/Hp-hr]  (3)
Supply Truck D 0.86 0.83 2.80 7.68 0.89 0.80 0.77 | grams/Hp-hr|  (3)

Notes: (1) Marine Vessel Emissions Inventory and Control Strafegies , Final Report FR-119-96 (Acurex 1996). Fuel contains 0.5% sulfur.
NOx emission factors reduced by 20 percent to account for reduction due to application of injection timing retard.

(2) Development of an Improved Inventory of Emissions from Pleasure Craft in California , Table 3-3b (ARB 1995).
(3) Nonroad Engine and Vehicle Emission Study - Report, Table 2.07 (EPA 1891).
(4) AP-42, Table 3.3-1, Vol. 1 (EPA 1996).

D = diesel

TOC = total organic compounds

ROG = reactive organic gases

COQ = carbon monoxide

NOx = nitrogen oxides

S02 = sulfur dioxide

PM = particulate matter.

PM10 = particulate matter less than or.equal to 10 microns in diameter



.

T
L:‘_‘f'l‘ : SR

"

Table A-3. Daily Emissions for Construction of the China-US Cable Project.

Activity/
Equipment Type

Pounds Per Day

Pipe Preparation

Primary Work Boat - Dive Platform

PM10

Secondary Work Boat - Anchor Support/Shuttle

Total Activity Emissions (All wii State Waters)

Pre-lay Grapnel Run

SEASPREAD - Outside State Waters

SEASPREAD - wii State Waters

Total Activity Emissions

Emissions wii State Waters

Near-Shore Cable Installation

SEASPREAD - Landing

Primary Work Boat - Dive Platform

Secondary Work Boat - Anchor Support/Shuttle

SEASPREAD - Near-Shore Lay

Secondary Work Boat - Support, Patrol & Shutle

Total Activity Emissions (All wli State Waters)

Near-Shore Cable Retroburial

Primary Work Boat - Dive Platform

Secondary Work Boat - Anchor Support/Shuttle

Total Activity Emissions (All w/i State Waters)

Cable Splice - Arrival & Return

Cable Lay Vessel - Cruising

Cable Lay Vessel - Holding

Total Activity Emissions (All outside State Waters)

Offshore Cable Installation

Cable Lay Vessel - Lay Cable

Cable Lay Vessel - Plow Cable

Total Activity Emissions (All outside State Waters)

Cable Ship Return

Cable Lay Vessel - Cruising

Cable Lay Vessel - Cruising wii State Waters

Total Activity Emissions

Emissions wii State Waters

Cable Retroburial

SEASPREAD - ROV 103.4 99.3| 297.8| 175141 3919 47.0 451
SEASPREAD - ROV wii State Waters 77.6 745 22341 13136| 293.9 35.3 339
Total Activity Emissions 181.0| 173.7| 521.2| 3,065.0[ 685.8 82.3 79.0
Emissions w/i State Waters 17.6 745 2234( 1,313.6 | 293.9 35.3 33.9

Shore End Construction

T 11]  70]  67] 07

Bore Rig (Pipe Cleaning) 1.1 1.1
Crane 0.5 0.4 1.5 29 0.3 0.5 05
Backhoe 1.9 1.8 9.1 10.8 1.1 1.4 1.3
Power Winch 0.6 0.6 1.6 7.4 0.5 05 05
Compressor 0.1 0.1 04 0.7 0.1 0.1 0.1
Generator 0.3 0.3 1.2 20 0.2 0.2 0.2
Supply Truck 0.3 0.3 0.9 25 0.3 0.3 0.3
Total Activity Emissions (All wii State Waters) 4.7 4.6 21.7 33.0 3.3 41 4.0
Peak Daily Emissions (1) 1435 137.7| 3617 1,231.1] 2495 39.6 38.0
NA [ 185.0 NA [ 185.0 NA NA NA

APCD Daily Significance Thresholds

Note: (1) Peak daily emissions within state waters would occur during Cable Retroburial activities.




Table A-4. Total Emissions from Construction of the China-US Cable Project.

Primary Work Boat - Dive Platform

Activity/ Total Tons
Equipment Type TOC | ROG [ CO | NOx | S02 | PM | PM10
Pipe Preparation

Secondary Work Boat - Anchor Support/ShuttIev

Total Activity Emissions (All wli State Waters)
Pre-lay Grapnel Run

SEASPREAD - Outside State Waters

SEASPREAD - w/i State Waters

Total Activity Emissions

Emissions wii State Waters
Near-Shore Cable Installation

SEASPREAD - Landing

Primary Work Boat - Dive Platform

Secondary Work Boat - Anchor Suppon‘/Shuttlé

SEASPREAD - Near-Shore Lay

Secondary Work Boat - Support, Patrol & Shuttle

Total Activity Emissions (All w/i State Waters)
Near-Shore Cable Retroburial
Primary Work Boat - Dive Platform

Secondary Work Boat - Anchor Support/Shuttlé

Total Activity Emissions (All wii State Waters)
Cable Splice - Arrival & Return

Cable Lay Vessel - Cruising

Cable Lay Vessel - Holding

Total Activity Emissions (All outside State Waters)
Offshore Cable Installation
Cable Lay Vessel - Lay Cable

Cable Lay Vessel - Plow Cable

Total Activity Emissions (All outside State Waters)

Cable Ship Return
Cable Lay Vessel - Cruising

Cable Lay Vessel - Cruising w/i State Waters

Total Activity Emissions

Emissions w/i State Waters
Cable Retroburial

SEASPREAD - ROV

SEASPREAD - ROV wii State Waters

Total Activity Emissions

Emissions w/i State Waters

Shore End Construction

Bore Rig (Pipe Cleaning)

Crane

Backhoe

Power Winch

Compressor

Generator

Supply Truck

Total Activity Emissions (All wli State Waters)

Total Project Emissions

Total Project Emissions w/i State Waters

APCD Significance Thresholds (per calendar quarter)




A.1 Analysis of “2 in 2 Option”

Geology

The 2 in 2 Option has been overlaid on the detailed seafloor geology map (Figure 14 of the
DEIR) to determine how it differs from the Maximum Burial E1 route. From the bore pipe exit
to their point of intersection, the difference between the two is that the 2 in 2 Option route
crosses 395 feet (120 m) of thin sediments versus 236 feet (72 m) over the same substrate type
for the Maximum Burial route; and 3313 feet (1010 m) of sandy bottom versus 4206 feet (1282
m) along the Maximum Burial route. These differences amount to a 10 percent increase in the
overlap and impact on the thin sediments habitat and a 7.3 percent decrease in the overlap and
impact on sandy substrate. As in the DEIR (section 4.3.3), the extent of potential alteration of
these substrate types is still very small, amounting to less than one tenth of one percent of the
existing areas, and the impacts are therefore considered less than significant. Diver-assisted
burial of the cables in both cases is planned.

Water Quality

Water quality impacts, limited to turbidity, would be slightly greater for the 2 in 2 Option due
to the use of a second bore pipe. The impacts in either case would not be significant or different
than the water quality impacts described in the DEIR at Section 4.4.3.

Biology

The 2 in 2 Option involves a slightly increased duration of activities in the Sandspit parkmg lot,
but in any case the impacts on terrestrial biological resources are less than significant as
discussed in section 4.5 of the DEIR.

ROV transects to assess marine biological communities along the original proposed and
Maximum Burial routes and anchor lanes were done in close proximity on either side of the 2 in
2 Option route (DEIR Figure 16). As a result, the soft-bottom and low-relief communities
described in the DEIR in section 4.5.1 are the same as would be expected. along the 2 in 2
Option route. A large boulder was crossed by the ROV survey and is mapped as high relief
(transect V-10) in DEIR Figure 16. The immediate area of the WorldCom offshore bore pipe exit
is also described in that project's DEIR prepared by San Luis Obispo County as lead agency
(Morro Group 1999).

As noted above under Geology, the 2 in 2 Option would increase the impact on the thin
sedimients habitat by about 10 percent, and reduce the impact on sandy substrate by 7.3 percent.
These impacts are less than significant as discussed in the DEIR because the affected areas are
not considered to be high quality habitats since they do not support diverse or abundant
communities or concentrations of species of potential concern and, in any case, the impacted
area is not substantial, representing a very small fraction (less than 0.01 percent) of that which
is available. As it would for the Maximum Burial routes, the large high-relief boulder
mentioned above should be mapped for avoidance, consistent with DEIR mitigation measure
MB-1.

Cultural Resources

The evaluation of marine cultural resources for the Maximum Burial routes in the DEIR
overlaps the area of the 2 in 2 Option E1 route and hence is applicable. A single sonar target of




A.1 Amnalysis of “2 in 2 Option”

possible cultural significance has been identified in 26 m depth (Hunter 2000). As for the
Maximum Burial route, this target would require either avoidance by a safe distance to assure
no impact, or additional evaluation by divers or ROV, consistent with DEIR mitigation measure
CR-1.

Commercial and Recreational Fishing, Socioeconomics

The 2 in 2 Option has essentially the same impacts and applicable mitigation measures on
Commercial and Recreational Fishing and Socioeconomics as discussed for the Maximum
Burial Alternative in the DEIR. The slight differences in substrate types affected in the shallow
water are of no consequence to these resources.

Land Use and Recreation

The 2 in 2 Option may have slightly greater impact on Land Use and Recreation because use of
the second bore pipe in the Sandspit parking lot may require occupation of the lot 3 - 5 days
longer than proposed. However, depending on the timing of the MCIWorldcom construction
activities in the parking lot, the total number of lot occupation days by the contractors may not
increase because the contractors for the two companies (AT&T and MCIWorldcom) have
coordinated their respective work plans to allow concurrent construction. Regardless, the same
DEIR mitigation measure, REC-1, which will ensure the availability of parking, restrooms, and
access to the beach during the project's use of the parking lot, would be applicable.

Aesthetics and Noise

The 2 in 2 Option would have slightly greater impact on Aesthetics and Noise because of the
use of the second bore pipe in the Sandspit parking lot, but in any case, the impacts would be
less than significant.

Marine Transportation, System Safety/Risk of Upset

The 2 in 2 Option would have the same impacts as the original proposed routes or the
Maximum Burial routes.

Onshore Traffic, Public Services and Utilities

The 2 in 2 Option would have the same impacts as the original proposed routes or the
Maximum Burial routes.

CONCLUSION

Relative to the Maximum Burial Alternative, the 2 in 2 Option would have impacts that are the
same in terms of significance, but incrementally greater in several resource areas. All impacts
are either less than significant or mitigable to less than significant, and the same mitigation
measures that would be required for the Maximum Burial Alternative would be required if the
2 in 2 Option were to be adopted.



Specification of Cable Laying Vessel




WASHINGTON, DC BaLriMORE, MD New YoRrk, NY ForT LEE, NJ SacraAMENTO, CA

LAW OFFICES
BeveRrIDGE & DiamonD LLP
SuiTe 3400
ONE SANSOME STREET
SAN FrRANCISCO, CA 94104-4438

(415) 397-0100

JAMES T. BURROUGHS
(415) 983-7702
iburroughs@bdlaw.com

TELECOPIER (415) 397-4238

March 28, 2000 -

Daniel Gorfain
State Lands Commission

- Division of Environmental Planning and

Management
100 Howe Avenue, Suite 100-South
Sacramento, CA 95825-8202

Re: AT&T’s China-US Cable Network Project

Dear Dan:

As discussed on the phone, AT&T had intended to use the Seaspread cable-laying ship
operating out of Victoria, B.C. for the nearshore and California Shelf cable installation process.
Due to events beyond the control of AT&T, this vessel may not be available for this work.
However, it is anticipated that the cable-laying ship to be used will be similar to the Seaspread in
terms of capabilities and specifications. For this reason, the Seaspread vessel is described in this
letter, including its air emission impacts and associated mitigation. Should a different cable-
Jaying ship ultimately be used for this project, AT&T will notify you and the San Luis Obispo
Air Pollution Control District (SLOAPCD) in advance of construction activities and secure State
Lands Commission staff clearance on use of such vessel, including adjustments, if any, to the

prescribed air emission mitigation.

The Seaspread is a cableship that will carry and lay the nearshore cables for both the S-7
and E-1 routes from the landing point out to approximately 3.1 miles offshore where the cables
will be temporarily buoyed off prior to commencing the main cable lay and burial operations on
the California Shelf. The Seaspread is slightly larger than the MV American Patriot that is
described for reference purposes in the draft EIR for this project, and will be capable of installing
these cables without deploying anchors that would have been required by the American Patriot.
As described in the project description, it is a vessel that is "similar to the MV American Patriot"
in that it is specifically designed for this type of work. The Seaspread is more stable and as a
result better suited to installing the cables along the Maximum Burial routes.

San FrRancisco, CA
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4.2.6 Mitigation Measures
Applicant-proposed commitments are incorporated here as mitigation measures.

AQ-1. The injection timing on diesel-powered vessels and construction equipment will be
retarded 4° prior to and throughout cable installation with the exception of the main
cable ships which will be operated at 3° retardation. These measures will produce a
20-25 percent reduction in emissions of nitrogen oxides (NOx).

AQ-2. Onshore equipment will use low-sulfur/low-aromatic diesel fuel as designated by
the ARB. Ocean vessels will burn low-sulfur diesel fuel as designated by the EPA.



Table 7. Emission Source Data for Construction of the China-US Cable Network Project.
_ Horsepower | Load | Number| Total Hours Work | Total Fuel |
Activity/Equipment Type (Hp) Factor | Active | Hp | GalHr| /Day | GallDay| Days (Gal)

Pipe Preparation L T e

Primary Work Boat - Dive Platform 800| 0.15

Secondary Work Boat - Anchor Support/Shuttle 350 0.37
Pre-lay Grapnel Run o oL T e

SEASPREAD - Outside State Waters 1540 [ 0.20

SEASPREAD - wii State Waters 1,540 0.20
Near-Shore Cable Instaliation . Lo

SEASPREAD - Landing 1,540 0.20

Primary Work Boat - Dive Platform

Secondary Work Boat - Anchor Support/Shuttle

SEASPREAD - Near-Shore Lay

Secondary Work Boat - Support, Patrol & Shuitle

Near-Shore Cable Retroburial

Primary Work Boat - Dive Platform

Secondary Work Boat - Anchor Support/Shuttle

Cable Spilce - Arrival & Return

Cable Lay Vessel - Cruising

Cable Lay Vessel - Holding

Offshore Cable Instaliation

Cable Lay Vessel - Lay Cable

Cable Lay Vessel - Plow Cable

Cable Ship Return

Cable Lay Vessel - Cruising

Cable Lay Vessel - Cruising w/i State Waters

Cable Retroburial

SEASPREAD - ROV

SEASPREAD - ROV w/i State Waters

Shore End Construction

Bore Rig (Pipe Cleaning) 115 0.50 1 58 3.2 6 1 19.3
Crane 250 0.32 1 80 4.5 2 9.0 2 17.9
Backhoe 105{ 0.72 1 76 4.2 8 33.9 4 135.5
Power Winch 100 0.40 1 40 2.2 6 13.4 2 26.9
Compressor 40| 0.48 1 19 1.1 2 22} 2 43
Generator 50{ 0.74 1 37 2.1 3 6.2 10 62.2
Supply Truck 250 0.30 2] 150 8.4 1 8.4 10 84.0

Notes: Fuel consumption (gal/hr) for ail equipment based on 0.056 gallons per Hp-hr (diesel engines

Horsepower and load factor data for vessels include consideration of the power needed to generate on-board electricity
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Table 9. Daily Emissions for Construction of the China-US Cable Project.

Activity/ Pounds Per Day
Equipment Type T0C | ROG_| CO | NOx 1 802 | PM | PM10
Pipe Preparation SR I

Primary Work Boat - Dive Platform 3.7 3.6

Secondary Work Boat - Anchor Support/Shuttle 38.2 36.6

Total Activity Emissions (All w/i State Waters)

‘Pre-lay Grapnel Run

SEASPREAD - Outside State Waters

SEASPREAD - w/i State Waters

Total Activity Emissions

Emissions w/i State Waters

Near-Shore Cable Installation

SEASPREAD - Landing

Primary Work Boat - Dive Platform

Secondary Work Boat - Anchor Support/Shuttle

SEASPREAD - Near-Shore Lay

Secondary Work Boat - Support, Patrol & Shuttle

Total Activity Emissions (All w/i State Waters)

Near-Shore Cable Retroburial

Primary Work Boat - Dive Platform

Secondary Work Boat - Anchor Support/Shuttle

Total Activity Emissions (Al w/i State Waters)

Cable §plice - Arrival & Return

Cable Lay Vessel - Cruising

Cable Lay Vessel - Holding

Total Activity Emissions (All outside State Waters)

Offshore Cable Installation

Cable Lay Vessel - Lay Cable

Cable Lay Vessel - Plow Cable

Total Activity Emissions (All outside State Waters)

Cable Ship Return

Cable Lay Vessel - Cruising

Cable Lay Vessel - Cruising w/i State Waters

Total Activity Emissions

Emissions w/i State Waters

Cable Retroburial

SEASPREAD - ROV

SEASPREAD - ROV w/i State Waters

Total Activity Emissions

Emissions w/i State Waters

Shore End Construction

Bore Rig (Pipe Cleaning)

Crane

Backhoe

Power Winch

Compressor

Generator

Supply Truck

Total Activity Emissions (All w/ State Waters)

Peak Daily Emissions (1)

143.5

137.7

1,231.1

APCD Daily Significance Thresholds

NA

185.0

NA

185.0

Note: (1) Peak dally emissions within state waters would occur during Cable Retroburial activities.




Table 10. Total Emissions from Constructlon of the China-US Cable Project.

Activity/ Total Tons
Equipment Type TOC | ROG | CO | NOx | S02 PM | PMI10
Pipe Preparation T S
Primary Work Boat - Dive Platform 0.01 0.01] 0.2 0.09 0.00
Secondary Work Boat - Anchor Support/Shuttle 0.06 0.05] 0.13 0.09 . 0.01
Total Activity Emissions (All wi State Waters) 0.06 006 0.14 0.19 ] 0.01
Pre-lay Grapnel Run [ L s T o
SEASPREAD - QOutside State Waters 0.07 007 0.20 1.16 0.26 0.03
SEASPREAD - wii State Waters 0.00 0.00] 0.01 0.05 0.01 0.00 .
Total Activity Emissions 0.07 007| 020 1.20 0.27 0.03 .
Emissions w/i State Waters 0.00 0.00] 0.01 0.05 0 01 0.00 .
Near-Shore Cable installation LTI N R g T ey
SEASPREAD - Landing 0.01 ) 0.03 016 . 0.04 0.00 0.00
Primary Work Boat - Dive Platform 0.00 0.00{ 0.01 0.04 0.01 0.00 0.00
Secondary Work Boat - Anchor Support/Shuttle 0.01 0.01 0.03 0.02 0.00 0.00 0.00
SEASPREAD - Near-Shore Lay 0.04 004] 012 0.69 0.16 0.02 0.02
Secondary Work Boat - Support, Patrol & Shuttle 0.05 005 0.1 0.09 0.00 0.01 0.01
Total Activity Emissions (All w/i State Waters) 0.12 011| 0.30 1.01 0.20 0.03 0.03
Near-Shore Cable Retroburial i =
Primary Work Boat - Dive Platform 0.01 0.01| 0.03 0.15 0.03
- [ Secondary Work Boat - Anchor Support/Shuttle 0.05 0.05| 0.12 0.09 0.00
Total Activity Emissions (All w/i State Waters) 0.06 006 0.15 0 24 0.04
Cable Spiice - Arrival & Return T
Cable Lay Vessel - Cruising 0.08 0.0 ]
Cable Lay Vessel - Holding 0.09 . . . .
Total Activity Emissions (All outside State Waters) 0.09 0.09] 0.26 1 51 0.34 . .
'Offshore Cable hstallatlon b e TR T i U L T s
Cable Lay Vessei - v Cable 0.24 0.23] 0.68 4 02 0.90 0.1 0.10
Cable Lay Vessel - Plow Cable 0.27 0261 0.77 453 1.01 0.12 0.12
Total Activity Emissions (All outside State Waters) 0.50 048] 145 8.55 1.91 0.23 0.22
Cable Ship Return T T T N
Cable Lay Vessel - Cruising 0.08 0.08{ 0.23 1.34 0.30 0.04 0.03
Cable Lay Vessel - Cruising w/i State Waters 0.00 0.00{ 0.01 0.04 0.01 0.00 0.00
Total Activity Emissions 0.08 0.08| 024 1.38 0.31 0.04 0.04
Emissions w/i State Waters 0.00 0.00]| 0.01 0.04 0.01 0.00 0.00
Cable Retroburial [ o
SEASPREAD - ROV 0.34 0321 097 5.69 1.27 0.15 0.15
SEASPREAD - ROV w/i State Waters 0.08 007 022 1.31 0.29 0.04 0.03
Total Activity Emissions 0.41 040 1.19 7.01 1.57 0.19 0.18
Emissions w/i State Waters 0.08 0 07| 022 1.31 0.29 004 0.03
Shore End Construction Sl i e
Bore Rig (Pipe Cleaning) 0.00 0.001 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Crane 0.00 0.00] 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Backhoe 0.00 000 0.02 0.02 0.00 0.00 0.00
Power Winch 0.00 000 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00
Compressor 0.00 0.00] 0.0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Generator 0.00 0.00] 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00
Supply Truck 0.00 000 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00} 0.0
Total Activity Emissions (All w/i State Waters) 0.01 001| 0.04 0.06 0.01 0.01 0.01
Total Project Emissions 1.4 1.36] 396] 21.14 4.66 0.59 0.56
Total Project Emissions w/i State Waters 0.33 032 086 2.89 0.58 0.10 0.09
'APCD Significance Thresholds (per calendar quarter) NA 250] NA 2.50 NA NA 2.50




=)  AIR POLLUTION
4@/, CONTROL DISTRICT

\\ COUNTY OF SAN LUIS OBISPO

February 8, 2000

Mike Dungan, PhD

SAIC

816 State Street, Suite 500
Santa Barbara, CA 93101

SUBJECT: AT&T Use of Different Vessel for Cable Installations Off Morro Bay

Dear Mr. Dungan,

I am writing is in response to your letter dated February 4, 2000 in which you indicate that a
larger ship, the Seaspread may be used during installation of the AT&T China-US cables instead
of the smaller American Patriot. As per your request, I have reviewed the revised emission
estimates submitted with your letter to assess the potential significance of using the larger
Seaspread. The results of my review are provided in the following comments.

1. The methodology and assumptions employed in the revised emission estimates are-consistent
with adopted methodology and meet District staff expectations for overall quality: =™

2. (Section 4.2.6 Mitigation Measures) District staff request the addition a mitigation measure
based on, or similar to, the following wording:

With the exception of marine vessel injection timing retard (AQ-1), all diesel powered
construction equipment used in association with the project will be properly tuned, well
maintained, and operated within manufacturers specifications.

3. (AQ-1, Section 4.2.6) In August 1998, the California Air Resources Board (CARB)
identified diesel exhaust as a toxic air contaminant (TAC). Since then, a carcinogenic unit
risk factor and a chronic reference exposure limit have been adopted by the state, both of
which utilize particulate matter emissions as a surrogate for total diesel exposure.
Unfortunately, the universal application of fuel injection timing retard presented in AQ-1 to
reduce NOx has the potential to increase hydrocarbon and particulate matter emissions.
While the particulate matter and hydrocarbon emission increases are substantially smaller on
a mass basis than the beneficial NOx reductions, we do not recommend implementing
injection timing retard on shore based equipment where equipment has the potential to
operate in the vicinity of the public. Rather, we recommend requiring the operation of shore
based diesel powered equipment that is well tuned and maintained and operated within
manufacturers specifications in conjunction with the use of California diesel fuel (Title 13,
California Code of Regulations, Sections 2281 and 2282; last amended June 4, 1997).
Potential particulate matter and hydrocarbon emission increases associated with fuel injection
timing retard on marine engines associated with the project are outweighed by the very large
NOx reductions that are achievable with this control strategy given the distance from shore
that these engines will operate. We therefore recommend the following wording changes:

3433 Roberto Court * San Luis Obispo, CA 93401 » 805-781-5912 » FAX: 805-781-1002
cleanair@sloaped.dst.ca.us % wwwi.sloapcd.dst.ca.us

22 printed on recycled paper




The injection timing on diesel-powered vessels and-consiruction-egwipmaent will be

retarded 4 degrees prior to and throughout cable installation with the exception of the
main cable ships which will be operated at 3 degree retardation. These measures will
produce a 20-25% reduction in emissions of nitrogen oxides (NOx).

4. (Tables 9 and 10) Tables 9 and 10 present peak daily and total project emissions within state
waters respectively. Projected NOx emissions are anticipated to exceed the District’s daily
mitigation threshold of 185 Ib/day and lower quarterly mitigation threshold of 2.5
ton/quarter. With incorporation of the suggested mitigation measure in Comment 2 above,
District staff consider the proposed level of mitigation to be consistent with District
expectations as outlined on page 25 of the District’s CEQA Air Quality Handbook. We
therefore consider, from a CEQA perspective, the project’s potential air quality impact to be
Class II, potentially significant adverse impacts that can be feasibly mitigated to less than
significant levels. This view is supported by the fact that the largest source of project related
NOx emissions will be from the large marine vessels which are anticipated to operate within
state waters for approximately seven days, a very short time period in staffs view. It should
be noted that District staff are currently involved in revising the CEQA Air Quality
Handbook and that the proposed mitigations measures for the China-US cable project as
amended by this letter are consistent with staffs current expectations and recommendations.

Please feel free to contact me with any additional questions at (805) 781-5912. .
Sincerely,
Pl . .
Barry Lajoie
Air Quality Specialist

BPL/bpl
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AND REPORTING PLAN




SUMMARY OF PROJECT IMPACTS,
MITIGATION MEASURES, AND MITIGATION MONITORING
AND REPORTING PLAN

Table B-1 provides a summary of project impacts, mitigation measures, and a mitigation
monitoring and reporting plan. This table fulfills the requirements of Public Resources Code
Section 21081.6 (AB 3180, enacted 1994) for a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan to
ensure the implementation of project mitigation measures. The table is based on Table ES-1
which was included in the DEIR, but incorporates additional information as to monitoring or
documentation required and the agency or agencies responsible for each measure. The table
also indicates by underlined or struck-through text the DEIR mitigation measures that are new

or revised, based on consideration of public comments.

New or revised measures are identified in three areas: (1) under Air Quality, based on input
from the San Luis Obispo County Air Pollution Control District, measure AQ-1 has been
modified from the DEIR, and measures AQ-3 and AQ-4 added, to more effectively reduce and
offset NOx emissions associated with a different cable lay vessel as discussed previously in
Section A; (2) under Biology, measures MB-2 and MB-3 have been added to reduce the risk of
harm or harassment to marine mammals during cable installation; and (3) under Commercial
and Recreational Fishing, several changes in the wording of mitigation measures have been
made in response to Coastal Commission comments.
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and Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan

B. Summary of Project Impacts, Mitigation Measures,
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C. LETTERS OF COMMENT RECEIVED ON DRAFT EIR

1. California Coastal Commission

2. California Department of Fish and
Game

3. California Regional Water Quality
Control Board, Central Coast Region

4. Port San Luis Harbor District

5. County of San Luis Obispo,
Department of General Services
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA—THE RESOURCES AGENCY GRAY DAVIS, GOVERNOR

CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION

45 FREMONT, SUITE 2000 -
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105-2219

VOICE AND TDD (415) 904- 5200

FAX (415) 904- 5400

February 28, 2000

Mr. Daniel Gorfain

California State Lands Commission
100 Howe Avenue, Suite 100 South
Sacramento, CA 95825-8202

Dear Mr. Gorfain:

Thank you for providing the Draft, Environmental Impact Report: AT&T China — U.S. Cable
Network Segments S7 and E1 San Luis Obispo County, California, hereinafter “DEIR,” for
Coastal Commission staff to review. The project proposes the installation and operation of two
new submarine fiber optic cables on the seafloor of Morro Bay, connecting to the existing AT&T
onshore cable facilities at Montana de Oro State Park. Cable Segment S7 will head westerly to
provide a direct link to the People’s Republic of China. Cable Segment E1 will connect Morro
Bay to Bandon, Oregon. An existing cable completes a “ring” from Bandon to China. Based on
our conversations, it is our understanding that AT&T has abandoned its original proposal in
favor of the maximum burial alternative also described in the DEIR.

As you know, the proposed project will require a coastal development permit for the area within
the Commission’s retained permitting jurisdiction, and a review of its consistency with the
Commission’s federally approved coastal management program. Our comments on the DEIR are
provided below.

General

Increments

1. We recommend that the DEIR be revised to utilize consistent increments of measurement,
followed by alternative units in parentheses. A conversion table in the appendix would also assist
project analysis.

Project Description

Project Schedule

2. The Activity Duration Table [Table 5 (p. 2-20)] should be expanded to include the predicted
“schedule for the project. - :




California Coastal Commission Comments-on AT&T China DEIR

3. The DEIR states that shore-end activities have been approved by San Luis Obispo County
and the California Department of Parks and Recreation (2.3.1, p. 2-7) Please provide copies of
this permission in appendix C. Additionally, please provide detailed maps of project locations.

Burial of the Submarine Cable System

4. Once installed, it is anticipated that the cable will be buried at a depth of 0.6 to 1.5 meters,
depending on water depth (2.2.3, p. 2-6). If these are target depths, than the MND should provide
some documentation of the possible variance between target and actual depths, and further
explanation of why the 1.5 meter burial depth is not planned for the entire burial length.

5. AT&T proposes to inspect cables “...after any event, such as an earthquake in the offshore
area, that may affect cables, to ensure that they remain buried, and to retrobury when necessary
and feasible....” (2.2.3, p. 2-7). Please elaborate on the following: 1) quantify what constitutes an
“event” that warrants inspection; 2) What constitutes “necessary” retroburial; and 3) What might
make retroburial infeasible.

6. The DEIR states that videos documenting the results of the inspections will be provided to the
California Joint Cable/Fisheries Liaison Committee (JCFLC) for verification. (2.2.3, p. 2-7 and
1.10.2, p. 2-23) Please add the Coastal Commission to the list of recipients for burial and reburial
verification, including video, and magnetic sensor recording device records, and state this in the
DEIR so that concerned parties may access this information conveniently.

7. During the pre-cable laying operation the grapnel run will collect debris, and then bring it
aboard ship for later disposal in port (2.3.2, p. 2-10). What sort of debris is anticipated, and how
will disposal proceed?

8. Suspending cables by buoys during the cable laying operation is a significant aspect of this
project proposal (2.3.2.2, p. 2-12). The reasonable worst-case scenario outlines a situation
whereby two suspended cables extend from the end of the borehole to 3.1 miles offshore.
Potential impacts to fishermen are alleged to be mitigated by the fact that the suspended cable is
located within the three-mile limit, inside of which trawling and gill-netting do not occur.
However, a suspended cable poses as much of a risk to a troller as to a trawler, and to other
forms of fishing gear, as well as marine mammals, particularly cetaceans. The DEIR poses the
possibility that cables will remain suspended and buoyed for two to four weeks. Please explain,
in greater detail, how risks to marine mammals, commercial fishermen and boaters utilizing
various gear types will be avoided.

9. AT&T has proposed a process by which the cables are laid directly on the ocean floor, and
then retroburied up to one month later with ROV technology (2.3.2.4, p. 2-13). It is unclear why
the cable is not proposed for immediate burial in order to avoid or minimize risks to boaters,
fishermen and marine mammals, and why ROV is preferred to seaplow burial. Can the
significant delays in cable burial described in Step 4 (2.3.2.4, p. 2-13) be avoided?

10. In section 2.9.4 the DEIR discusses abandonment options for the project (2.9.4, p. 2-22). The
DEIR mentions four scenarios, and proposes one; partial removal. Please provide analysis of
partial removal and complete removal.
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Cable S ystem Repair

11. According to a recent analysis, “Out of 539 fiber-optic cable faults documented worldwide
in the last 10 years...44% were caused by fishing gear/cable interaction...21 percent were
caused by anchors, 12 percent were caused by other third parties, and 23 percent were not - .
caused by third parties....” (Evans and Byous 1999) Please include a more extensive description
of the causes of faults or problems in the operation of submarine fiber optic cable systems
worldwide in the EIR, and how such problems will be avoided or mitigated by AT&T.

Environmental Setting, Project Impacts, and Mitigation Measures

12. In describing cable abrasion of soft sedimentary rocks, the DEIR describes a “slack” level of
1% in nearshore areas (4.3.3, p. 4.3-7). What constitutes “nearshore areas,” and how does this
affect the hectares off hard-bottom habitat potentially impacted by cable movement?

13. Have landslides down submarine canyons, such as those described in section 4.3-3 p. 4.3-7
effected cable burial or operations along the Central Coast? What is the likelihood that such
events could effect future burial and/or operations?

Water Quality

14. The DEIR has not evaluated how ocean currents, waves, or storms would mobilize and"
transport sediments disturbed during project construction and reburial operations. Is there the
potential for invertebrates or other nearby species to be smothered, and to what extent? We
request that these possibilities be evaluated in the EIR. If the analysis demonstrates the potential
to smother marine organisms during construction or operation of the proposed project, then their
populations should be estimated and the results included in the EIR so that avoidance or
mitigation measures may be considered.

15. Please describe how far outside of the project area the chemical dump is located. (See 4.4.1,
p. 4.4-1)

Biological Resources

16. The DEIR, without analysis or data, concludes that noise levels will be limited to the
daylight hours, and have no impacts on terrestrial resources near the project work site. (4.5.1, p.
4.5-1) Please explain or justify this conclusion. \
17. Under the Biological Resources section, a variety of marine mammals, such as Blue and
other whales, are omitted from the discussion of sensitive species, though they could be’
imperiled by the presence of suspended or unburied cables. Please provide a broader and more
thorough analysis of this risk, particularly any information available regarding cetacean trends
and behavior in the vicinity of the proposed project. Blue whales, for example, feed at depth in
the Channel Islands during the summer months, but are omitted from d1scus51on They should be
evaluated, particularly given their population level.
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18. What have surveys of existing cables indicated about the effects of cable movement on hard
bottom habitat areas? (4.5, p.4.5-23)

19. In table 16 (4.5-29) and the accompanying text, it is difficult to determine what the observed
densities of benthic taxa were during the marine surveys. In many cases, no species density
levels are provided. Please describe observed densities, and how that information was collected.

20. How does AT&T intend to avoid harm to marine mammals during cable laying operations?
Will a biologist with expertise in marine mammals accompany the laying vessel, and have
authority to cease operations if marine mammals enter the project area? If so, please provide
information on the qualifications of the monitor and the specific criterion which will be used to
determine if marine mammals are being “endangered.” Additionally, please explain under what
particular circumstances work will stop.

Commercial and Recreational Fishing

21. Please provide in the appendices any agreements entered into between AT&T and the
commercial fishermen discussed in this document. If similar agreements are not envisioned for
other mariners, than please describe what proactive steps AT&T intends to take to minimize
cable interactions between mariners and cables.

22. In order to help assess AT&T’s ability to identify and mitigate previous impacts to marine
resources and commercial fishing interests stemming from existing cables, please enumerate and
describe the scenarios and claims for lost or damaged fishing gear entangled on AT&T’s existing
cables, particularly the abandoned HAW-2 and HAW-3 cables.

23. To what extent has AT&T patrolled existing cable locations for possible fishing gear/cable
interactions? Will such patrolling take place in the future, and if so, how?

24. The DEIR should analyze the potential impacts to fishermen if fishing gear snags cables and
the resulting tension causes fishing vessels to capsize.

25. When describing the offshore project area and the current environment for sport and
commercial fishing, the DEIR should include the existing AT&T cables landing at Montana de
Oro, and the Chevron Estero area, both of which may contribute to creating a de facto fishing
exclusion zone. If some fishermen do avoid these cables and the area surrounding them, then the
DEIR should consider the area in an assessment of cumulative impacts to fishermen that could
result from the proposed project.

26. The space between the proposed cables and the existing cables appears to be as little as 500
feet (152 m.) at times (4.7.3, p. 4.7-10). Elsewhere in the document, a minimum gap of two-
times the water depth is suggested as necessary to safely perform repair operations. Please
explain this discrepancy. -

27. The DEIR attempts to quantify the project’s loﬁg;term effects on fishermen forced to avoid

unburied cables in rocky areas (4.7.3, p. 4.7-10). In such areas, fishermen are compelled to avoid
fishing, due to the risk of entanglement. However, in attempting to quantify this effect, the DEIR

4



California Coastal Commission Comments on AT&T China DEIR

makes an apparently faulty assumption; the analysis assumes that hard and soft bottom habitats
are of equal biological wealth, and of equal importance to fishermen. In essence, the DEIR takes
identified Department of Fish and Game fishing blocks, calculates the area restricted to fishing
due to the cable presence, and then makes a direct economic evaluation based on the percentage
of restricted area. What the DEIR fails to take into consideration is the relative abundance of
marine life in rocky areas, compared to soft bottom habitat. Presumably, the relative importance
of these areas to fishermen is also greater. Please attempt to provide a more balanced valuation
of these respective habitat types.

28. Regardless of the agreement reached with the commercial fishermen of the Morro Bay area,
the loss of a significant reach of submarine habitat to fishing constitutes the taking of a publicly
managed resource and a public trust resource with significant environmental and ecological
value. This impact should be discussed, and mitigated in the EIR.

29. The following mitigation measures, underlined for emphasis, in the DEIR are troubling due
to their uncertainty, and should be strengthened:

o Where feasible, AT&T cables will be buried to a target depth of three feet (0.9 m) in areas
between three miles from shore and 1,000 fathoms (1,800 m) water depth.

e The timing and methods of construction and installation of the individual cables will be
determined by AT&T in consultation with the Comrmttee with the goal of minimizing any
negative impacts to the fishing industry.

e A Committee fisherman representative may be on board the cable installation vessel to
observe cable installation.

o When the cables to be installed are taken out of service, AT&T will submit a plan for their
removal as necessary so as not to interfere with commercial fishing activities in areas where
such cables were previously installed (4.7-17).

30. Please add the Coastal Commission to the list of recipients for the following information:

“AT&T will conduct burial verification of the cables every 18-24 months by Remote Operated
Vehicle (ROV) and will provide to the Committee videotapes recording the verification (4.7-
16).”

31. Since AT&T does not propose to provide non-signators of the fishing agreement with
payments for upgrading communication and navigation equipment, how does AT&T intend to
proactively and equally minimize the risk of the cables to these fishermen? (4.7-17)

32. Are ﬁshermeﬁ to be held harmless for unintentional damage to a buried cable in the project
area? If so, the DEIR should define what actions AT&T would con31der to be “umntentlonal”
and what actions they would consider to be “inténtional.” . - -
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33. The DEIR does not quantify the likelihood of gear entanglement with cables, nor any
protocol for the handling of such incidents. Given an approximate 200 entanglements worldwide
of fishing gear with cables, the DEIR should describe in detail the reported incidents of
entanglements in the Morro Bay vicinity (4.12.3, p. 4.12-3), and evaluate fully the potential
entanglement and retrieval of fishing gear, including a plan for the complete removal of
entangled gear.

34. Whereas commercial fishing contributes approximately $700,000 annually to the State
economy, sportfishing contributes approximately $5 billion (McWilliams 1995). Please provide
an analysis of sportfishing and its contribution to the local economy, as well as any possible
impact the project may have on sportfishermens’ ability to access marine resources in the
Montana de Oro area.

Land Use and Recreation

Environmental Setting

35. Please clarify the usage levels at the Sandspit parking lot in the Montana de Oro State Park.
In particular, please address the apparent high level of usage (600 persons per day) in relation to
the low estimated occupation of parking spaces (50% at any one time) and low number of spots
available (50). Assuming two persons per vehicle, this calculates to an average 30 minute visit to
this State Park (4.8.1, p. 4.8-1).

36. Please clarify what scheduling and incorporated measures will be taken to ensure the
availability of parking, restrooms, and pedestrian access to the beach during project activities.
Please address this particularly in relation to the cumulative impacts caused by this project in
conjunction with the MCI/WorldCom project, also planned to take place at the Sandspit parking
lot.

37. Does AT&T foresee no land-based impacts other than the usage of the parking lot for cable
pulling through the existing conduit? For example, will equipment be stored off of the parking
lot in vegetated areas? Will heavy machinery degrade the parking area?

38. Please correct section 4.12.3 to reflect the fact that AT&T only intends to provide equipment
upgrade funding to fishermen who agree to become signators to the agreement cited earlier in the
document. Also, please add the CSLC and the CCC to the list of recipients for the cable reburial
verification information (4.12.3, 4.12-4).

Comparison of Alternatives

Maximum Burial Alternative

39. According to the DEIR, “....The Maximum Burial Alternative avoids nearly all areas of

rocky seafloor and is estimated to allow burial along greater than 99 percent of both cable routes,
versus 95-96 percent along the proposed routes.” (5.1.3, p- 5-4) Please clarify these percentages. -
In particular, please provide the percentage of rocky seafloor contacted within the 3-mile limit,



1

California Coastal Commission Comments on AT&T China DEIR

within the 1000 fathom sea-depth limit, and within individual fishing blocks, as well as the entire
cable length.

Appendices
Appendix A

40. Do all of the data included in the appendices pertain to both the proposed project and the
Maximum Burial Alternative? ’

41. The Pacific Scarab One, utilized for cable repair and reburial, can only jet to a depth of 0.6
meters on a single pass, and 1.2 meters on a multi-pass. Are multi-passes planned for cable
reburial operations? If so, please incorporate this need for multi-pass operations into the text, and

-any subsequent effects such operations may have.

42. The sonar device utilized for the sonar survey is less than three meters tall. During the
survey, the device contacted 28 objects higher than three meters, and identified them as
“probable boulders.” Please describe with what certainty the sonar device can distinguish
boulders from reefs or other rocky areas likely to host diverse marine resources. Explain also
how this assessment is consistent with Table 11 which finds no isolated rock.

Appendix B
43. Do all of the data pertain to both the proposed project and the Maximum Burial Alternative?

44, Please elaborate on the communications between the study consultants and CSLC and CCC
staff cited on page 2-4. Were these methods recommended by CSLC and CCC staff?

45. Photographic examples of soft bottom biota and habitat should be included in this
presentation. (3-36)

46. Please provide both scientific and common names of identified species (3-43).
47. What is a “small box?” (4-2)

48. Do the ROV Video and Photographic Data indicate any occurrences of slides? If so, please
describe. Site E1, recorded on 5/23/99, page 2 of 8 seems to contain a possible slide zone.

Other Concerns

49. A similar project proposed for nearby Grover Beach discusses the risk which subsurface and
submarine gaseous sediments and plumes may have on cable burial. Is AT&T convinced that no
“pockmarking” or other evidence indicates the presence of such gaseous deposits which could-

effect cable burial?

50. The project crosses active fault zones (Los Osos and Hosgri Faults), but the DEIR concludes
that “...the potential for damage to the cable is minimal and less than significant given the
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avoidance of submarine canyons or escarpments and AT&T’s inspection and maintenance of the
cables in response to seismic events....” (ES-2) What nature of seismic event on these faults, or
the nearby San Andreas fault, would qualify as an “event™ worthy of examining the status of
cable burial?

51. Please provide more detailed information on anchoring plans for the Maximum Burial
Alternative. In particular, outline proximity to and any risks to nearby hard bottom habitats.

We appreciated the opportunity to review the DEIR and to provide these comments. If you have
any questions about our comments, please feel free to call me at (415) 904-5249.

Sincerely,

VO e

Michael Bowen
Coastal Program Analyst

cc: Nancy Lucast, Lucast Consulting
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‘-—‘ STATE OF CALIFORNIA—THE RESOURCES AGENCY GRAY DAVIS, GOVERNOA

— CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION

! }45 FREMONT. SUITE 2000

| ' SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105- 2219
VOICE AND TDD (415) 904- 5200
FAX (415) 904- 5400

“ March 1, 2000
]7 Mr. Daniel Gorfain

California State Lands Commission
. 100 Howe Avenue, Suite 100-South
{ Sacramento, CA 95825-8202

RE: Errata for Coastal Commission Comments on AT&T DEIR #698

b Dear Mr. Gorfain:

The purpose of this letter is to correct three items contained in my February 28, 2000
comments concemning the proposed AT&T China-U.S. Cable Network.

| 1. No. 25 should end with, “....If some fishermen do avoid these cables and the areas
surrounding them, then the EIR should further consider those areas in an

1 assessment of cumulative impacts to fishermen that could result from the proposed
- project, and suggest appropriate mitigation measures, as necessary. Additional
attention should be paid to fishermen not party to the Agreement.

l 2. No. 28 was inadvertently left in the comment letter, and should be stricken from the

comments.
3. No. 34 cites the economic contribution of commercial fishing as $700,000. The

actual figure should read $700,000,000.

| apologize for any confusion this may have caused, and appreciate your willingness to
correct these errors.

1 Sincerely,
‘. Michael Bowen
Coastal Program Analyst
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' STATE OF CALIFORNIA—THE RESOURCES AGENCY - GRAY DAVIS, Governor

: DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME
J\MAR[NE REGION
20 LOWER RAGSDALE DRIVE. SUITE 100
MONTEREY. CA 93940
1 4831) 649-2870

February 14, 2000-

Mr. Daniel Gorfain

State Lands Commission

Division of Environmental Planning and Management
100 Howe Ave, Suite 100-South

Sacramento, CA 95825-8202

Dear Mr. Gorfain:

[ The Department of Fish and Game (Department) has reviewed the Draft Environmental

o Impact Report (DEIR) for the AT&T China-U.S. Cable Network (State Clearing House

— #99051063). The proposed project is the installation of two new fiber optic cables on the sea floor
[ off Morro Bay, San Luis Obispo County, California. The two cables (segments E1 and S7) will

- provide links to China from the existing AT&T San Luis Obispo terminal at Montana de Oro State
B Park. Activities associated with the proposed project include the following: laying cable over

I rocky areas, burying cable in sand and silt/clay areas, and connecting the new cable to existing

cables.

l The proposed cable routes are located in the vicinity of several existing AT&T cables and

; several more proposed cable routes. Five of the cables are routed through the existing bore pipe
which terminates in the parking lot of Montana de Oro State Park at the existing AT&T terminal.

| The principal concern of the Department is the potential loss of fishing areas to commercial and

’ recreational fishers in the Morro Bay/Estero Bay area. The DEIR acknowledges that fishing may

be precluded over the cable routes or that gear may become entangled in the cables resulting in

l potential economic loses. The DEIR identifies the Maximum Burial Route as the preferred route

) for both cables. To further minimize the areas no longer available to be fished, the Department )
recommends that a realignment of the Maximum Burial Route be selected as the preferred route.

‘ The Department recommends that the two cables be buried in the same trench along a variation of
the $7 Maximum Burial Route (which avoids the most areas of high and low relief) to the /
| approximate 150-m contour at which point the two cables can be directed to which ever route

| provides the most direct line to their destination. This revised route minimizes the area closed to
fishing and reduces the amount of cable placed directly over high and low relief rocky areas.

California fully protected species, in addition to endangered, and the southern sea otter isa

Table 15 in the DEIR should be corrected as follows: Morro Bay kangafoo ratis a )
California fully protected species, but is not.endangered.

_ Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the proposed routes and recommend an
alternative route that minimizes effects to fishers and biologically sensitive habitats. Department




personnel are available to discuss our concerns, comments, and recommendations in further detail.
To arrange for discussion, please contact Ms. Deborah Johnston, 20 Lower Ragsdale Dr., Suite

100 Monterey, CA 93940 telephone (831) 649-7141.

CcC:

Ms. Deborah Johnston
Department of Fish and Game
Monterey, California

Mr. Scott Morgan

State Clearinghouse

1400 Tenth Street
Sacramento, California 95814

Sincerely,

Robert N. Tasto, Supervisor
Project Review and Water Quality Program
Marine Region



| Q\ 2/ California Regional Water Quality Control Board -

. Central Coast Region :
finston H. Hickox Gray Davis

Sec_’efa'yfo" - Internet Address: hhup://www.swrch‘.ca.gov/~nvqcb3 : Governor
. Envir 0"’"?”’"’ 81 Higuera Street, Suite 200, San Luis Obispo, California 93401-5427
\: Protection . . _ Phone (805) 549-3147 « FAX (805) 543-0397 - : - -
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M February 28, 2000

Mr. Daniel Gorfain

California State Lands Commission
100 Howe Avenue, Suite 100-So.
Sacramento, CA 95825

Dear Mr. Gorfain:

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT (DEIR) FOR AT&T CHINA - U.S. CABLE
NETWORK (SCH 99061063)

7 Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on your Draft Environmental Impact Report
’ (DEIR) regarding the proposed project. We understand that the project involves installation of two fiber
optic cables into an existing empty bore pipe and landing site at Sandspit parking lot, Montana de Oro in
—} Morro Bay.

General Comments:

The State Water Resources Control Board issues a statewide general NPDES permit which covers short
- term intermittent discharge of pollutants by utility companies to waters of the United States. Utility
companies may have discharges from underground utility vaults. These underground structures may have
7‘ small quantities of oil and grease and other pollutants present. Contact the SWRCB, Division of Water
Quality, Program Support, PO Box 944213, Sacramento, CA 94244-2130 for a copy of the notice of

intent. , .

| Specific Comments:

L g
1. The EIR should include a discussion of the potential impacts the cable laying activities may have on
l marine organisms and water quality from disturbed sediments and increased turbidity.

2. An anchoring plan needs to be developed that includes procedures for deployment and recovery ina
‘ manner that not only avoids sensitive areas, but also employs methods that will prevent dragging.

3. A detailed contingency plan needs to be developed for all spills (petroleum, oil, sewage, ballast water,
{ etc.) that could occur from vessel(s) used to install, repair, or remove the cable. Crews need to be
f\ fully aware of illegally discharging materials, of spill cleanup procedures and trained in correct and
immediate implementation of spill response procedures. '

4. Tt is unclear what your assessment of the asphalt and other coatings proposed for used on the cables
is. A discussion of possible impacts to the marine environment should be discussed.

l 5. The DEIR states that no lubricants will be used for pulling the cable. In the event that a lubricant may
become necessary an assessment of the components of any lubricants that could be used for water

quality impacts must be made. -

. California Environmental Protection Agency

N “ ﬁ Recycled Paper
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Mr. Daniel Gorfain -2- February 28, 2000

6. The Regional Board may require more project specific information at the time of formal applicationv
in order to determine how to appropriately regulate any potential discharges, properly assess impacts
and develop conditions for any water quality certification under Section 401 of the Clean Water Act.

If you have questions, please call Corinne Huckaby at (805) 549-3504 or Sorrel Marks at (805) 549-
3695.

Sincerely,

DM A Yo

Roger W. Bnggs

Executive Officer

chAAT&T _china. 401

Electronic File location: s:\southern\staff\corinne\ AT&T_china.401
Mainfile: 401 program

cc: State Clearinghouse, 1400 Tenth Street, Sacramento, CA 95814

-«
N 2 7
~ K oaQ ..
TS
FRIRAN California Environmental Protection Agency

@ Recycled Paper
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BRITT PHILLIPS President
~YREW BRANDY Vice President www.portsaniuls.com
ACK SCARBROUGH Secretary JAY K. ELDER Harbor Manager
- JAROLYN MOFFATT Commissioner THOMAS D. GREEN . Legal Caunsel
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%
February 25. 2000
[ Mr. Danr Gorfain
B State Lands Commission
100 Howe Avenue, Suite 100-South ‘
Sacramento, CA 95825-8202 faxed and mailed
l RE: A.T.&T. China-U. S. Cable Network
_ Environmental Impact Report #698
SCM #99051063
[ Dear Mr. Gorfain:

Thank you for allowing us to comment on the above referenced Environmental Impact
Report (EIR). The Port San Luis Harbor Commission has reviewed this document and find that
- it satisfies the concerns of the Harbor District. We appreciate the State Lands Commission
efforts in a thorough review of the project.

The mitigation measures for this project reduces the effects to the environment to our
satisfaction. We urge your adoption and certification of a final EIR and approving the project.
Inclusion of the mitigation measures as special conditions to the lease/permit is supported by the
Port.

Thank you for the detailed work on this important project.

L | ‘ Sincerely yours,
' " Jay K. Elder
( Harbor Manager

[ C: Ms. Jime C. Kooser, Coastal Commission




COUNTY Oi: SAN LUIS OBISP-O-
department Of Gen€Eral SERVICES

COUNTY GOVERNMENT.CENTER » SAN LUIS OBISPO, CALIFORNIA 93408 * (805) 781-5200

DUANE P. LEIB, DIRECTOR : TR TR
- L lmd ..r.."))
February 11, 2000
CTATILANDS
P Thayer CONMMISSION

California State Lands Commission
100 Howe Avenue, Suite 100-South
Sacramento, CA 95825-8202

RE: Draft EIR AT&T China-U.S. Cable Network (Tanuary 10, 2000)

This letter is regarding the Draft EIR for the AT&T China - U.S. Cable Network. County Parks
Division has reviewed the Draft EIR. Ifthe Morro Beach alternative is pursued County Parks would
like to comment further. As noted on page 3-3, the Morro Beach alternative would require roughly
15 miles of new onshore construction. Proposed onshore construction would potentially impact a
proposed County Park and Trail located in this area.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment. If you have any questions or concerns please give me
a call at (805) 781-4089.

@/Mmb@iw

JEANETTE DI LEO,
Parks Planner

Y by W&

R L —




D.

TRANSCRIPT OF PUBLIC HEARING




CERTIFIED
COPY

NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING ON

THE DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT:
AT&T CHINA - U.S. CABLE NETWORK
SEGMENTS S7 and E1

—r et et e e

REPORTER’S TRANSCRIPT OF PROCEEDINGS

Tuesday, February 1, 2000
Veterans Memorial Building
Morro Bay, California

3:20 p.m.

Reported by: JERI CAIN, CSR #2460, RMR-CRP-CRR
File No. 202940

A

MERIT REPORTING
RN

805-541-0333 » P.O.Box 1039 e 1157 Leff Street * San Luis Obispo, CA 93406-1039
805-928-7554 ¢ P.O.Box 1871 e Santa Maria, CA 93456-1871 B
Nationwide 800-549-DEPO ¢ Fax 805-541-2136  E-mail www.meritreporting.com

R




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

PUBLIC HEARING DRAFT EIR

AT&T CHINA - U.S. CABLE. NETWORK

APPEARANCES

DAN GORFAIN, PROJECT MANAGER _
California State Lands Commission
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(916) 574-1889

PAUL SHORB, III, SENIOR ATTORNEY

ATE&T
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JAMES T. BURROUGHS, ESOQ.

Attorney for AT&T

Law Firm of Beveridge & Diamond, LLP
Suite 3400

One Sansome Street

San Francisco, California 94104
(415) 983-7702

MICHAEL DUNGAN, PH.D., SENIOR ECOLOGIST

Science Applications International Corporation (SAIC)
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Santa Barbara, California 93101
(805) 966-0811
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MORRO BAY, CALIFORNIA,
TUESDAY, ' FEBRUARY 1, 2000, 3:20 P.M.
- o000 =

DAN GORFAIN: Good afternoon. Thank you for
coming. My name is Dan Gorfain. I am the project
manager for this project for the California.State
Lands Commission. We are here for a public hearing
on the Draft Environmental Impact Report for AT&T's
China-U.S. Cable Network project involving the
construction of two cables; S7 and El. We are here
to receive comments on the adequacy of the Draft
Environmental Impact Report prepared by SAIC“of Santa
Barbara.

I would like to ask that, before you leave,
you each sign the sign-in sheet in the back. Please
fill in a speéker slip if you wish to speak this
afternoon.

AT&T has applied to the State Lands
Commission for a lease for two proposed cables. The
State Lands Commission has determined that an EIR was
to be prepared for this project and, as I said, the
EIR was prepared by Science Applications
International, Inc. (SAIC) under contract to AT&T.

. The EIR is an informational document about

the potential adverse and benéficial environmental

MERIT REPORTING & VIDEO
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éffects of the.proposed action and its alternatives.
The EIR also analyzes the cumulative impacts of the
project and proposes mitigation measures to reduce
adverse impaéts identified to a level of
insignificance or at least to the maximum extent
possible. It is to the adequacy of this EIR that we
ask you to address your comments today.

Following this hearing the State Lands
Commission staff will consider your comments today,
as well as written comments received at our office by
Monday, February 28th; respond to these comments and
prepare the Final EIR for certification by the
Commission, prior to the Commission’s consideration
of AT&T's application.

What we would like to do today is to first
have a brief presentation by AT&T of this project.
We will then take any clarifying questions from any
of you as to aspects of the project itself. We will
then go ahead and open this hearing for comments on
the adequacy of the environmental document.

At this time I would like to introduce two
people; Mike Dungan of SAIC who is their project
manager for the preparation of this Draft EIR and
Paul Shorb of AT&T who will make a brief presentation

about the project itself.

MERIT REPORTING & VIDEO
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PAUL SHORB: Thank you, Dan. M? name is Paul
Shorb. I am employed by AT&T, and my primary job.is
helping get. governmental approvals needed for
undersea cable projects like this one and help the
project get implemented in compliance with those
approvals.

The purpose of this project, to say it
briefly, is to respond to the increasing demand for
telecommunication services, particularly driven by
Internet use by individuals and businesses and:
governments and nongovernmental organizations...

This China-U.S. System will have a huge
capacity. The China-U.S. Cable Network, which is
what we call it, will have the huge capacity typical
of modern fiber optic cables. It will have the
equivalent of four million simultaneous voice calls
as its capacity. It will be the first direct link
between the United States and the People’s Republic
of €hina. There are actually two transpacific links
as part of this overall préject. It is a typical
configuration nowadays for these kinds of fiber optic
projects, with huge capacities in each cable only
about an-inch-and-a-fourth wide. When you look at it
from a map or from outer space, Yyou see, in effect, a

ring configuration. It looks kind of like a large

MERIT REPORTING & VIDEO
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rectangle. What this map is showing is the part of

‘the project that is within the purview of the CEQA

analysis, but to give you a sense of the larger
picture, the landings in Morro Bay are essentially
what you might call the southeastern --

DAN GORFAIN: You might want to take one of
these mikes with you.

PAUL SHORB: Can you hear me all right
without the mike?

(Audience responds affirmatively.)

DAN GORFAIN: Are you recording this as well?

THE REPORTER: No, I'm not recording it.

DAN GORFAIN: Okay.

MR. SHORB: So for anybody who doesn’t
already know this, if you imagine the large scale of
the United States, at Morro Bay we have what you
might call the southeastern corner of this ring
system. So this cable that we call E1 goes up to
Bandon, Oregon. From Bandon, Oregon, it goes across
the Pacific. This link that we call S7 goes across
the Pacific and there it touches down in Japan,
Korea, and Guam. It goes right to China.

The reason it is a ring is to provide double
capacity but, more importantly, if anything does

happen to cut one of these, you haven’t just lost
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this huge capaéity and you can just reroute it around
the other side of‘the ring.

The reason we put this corner of the ring in
Morro Bay is we don’t need any new construction
there. We alréady have bore pipes drilled from the
parking lot at Sandspit Beach, going underground, and

emerging underwater three-gquarters of a mile

offshore. We installed four of these bore pipes in
1991. Three of them were used for other cables,
which you can see on this map; the ones in blue. So

we have one bore pipe left aﬁd both of the China-U.S.
cables we’ll pull into this one pipe.

The installation process is essentially a
cable ship with both cables rolled up on parallel
spools. The cables are brought.into the underwater
end of the bore pipe only about three-quarters of a
mile offshore. There’s a wire already in there used.
to pull them up, and there’ll be a winch in the
parking lot to winch them up. Then the cable ship
moves out and the cables will be buried to a target
depth of three feet, about one meter, all the way
until you get to a depth of 1,000 fathoms, which is
about an equivalent of 6,000 feet, which is about 30
miles offshore. _

We contrast on this chart the project as
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proposed versus one of the major mitigation steps
that we-made in working with State Lands Commission
in the CEQA process. It is essentially to slightly
change the route of the cables to allow us to achieve

greater than 99 percent burial within that area I

just described. Again, the blue are the existing
cables; so-called TPC-5 and HAW-5. "TPC" is for
"transpacific cable." HAW is going to Hawaii.

The colors here indicate red for relatively

high-relief rock. You can’t bury when you cross
there. Pink is lower-relief rock. The existing
cables cross a fair amount of rock. As originally

proposed, we were going to cluster them near the
existing cables. But in response to concerns
expressed by trawl fishermen and others, we rerouted
these two cables and the other projects, which are
not part of these CEQA documents, but are also coming
into this landing point about the same time, and they
were all coordinated together to reroute all of these
projects to find the route where each would cross
hardly any rock. So we are going to achieve more
than 99 percent burial for these cables. The ones in
light green are the China-U.S. cables.

So the point of that is to_mitigate, number
one, potential "socioeconomic impacts," in CEQA-talk,

8
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to commercial fishermen. When they are buried, we

‘don’t believe they will, in effect, restrict

fishermen’s ability to trawl . -in any of those areas;

and

secondarily, they will avoid landing on rocky

areas or maybe biological life which would be

slightly impacted by the cables.

There are a number of other impacts which I

would call of lesser extent identified in this EIR,

and

the

has

are

all

mitigation steps identified for all of them in
EIR. The conclusion, then, is that the project
no significant impacts once the mitigation steps
added to the projéct. AT&T is willing to perfbrm
of the mitigation steps identified in the EIR.

Finally, I just want to say that we really

appreciate all of the hard work the State Lands

Commission staff has put into this project since we

submitted our application in October ’98. We have

put

a lot of work into it, and I think State Lands

should be proud of this EIR. Thank you for your

attention.

DAN GORFAIN: Thank you very much, Paul. Are

there any questions about the project itself

clarifying any aspects of it?

Okay.

PAUL SHORB: I would like to add a point.
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—DAN GORFAIN: Go ahead, Paul.

PAUL SHORB: I also want to -thank the
representatives of the fishing community, some. of
whom are here tonight, who worked -- who helped us
work through the details of what would be appropriate
mitigation, a lot of which is represented in this
EIR.

DAN GORFAIN: Well, if there are no questions
about the project itself, is there anyone who wishes
to address us regarding the adequacy of the Draft
EIR?

JOSEPH GIANNINI: My name is Joseph Giannini,
Jr. and I just had one guestion. I did go through
MCI’s page by page of that document and I did not go

through every page of AT&T’s, but I just had a

question on the findings. I know we had basically
come to an agreement on the removal -- I only have
one point -- is HAW-3, the abandoned cable, and I was

just wondering if that was a condition in the
mitigation measures that was to be removed. We are
hoping it is.

DAN GORFAIN:  Removal of HAW-3 is not, at
this time, included as a condition or a mitigation
measure for this project.

JOSEPH GIANNINI: Uh-huﬁ.

10
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DAN GORFAIN: We did talk with AT&T about
that, and it is our understanding that AT&T does
foresee the use .0of HAW-3 for research purposes.
Perhaps AT&T wishes to elaborate on that, but that’s
my understanding.

JOSEPH GIANNINI: That wasn'’'t what we were
told.

PAUL SHORB: I don’t know actually what the
poéition is.

JAMES BURROUGHS: I'm Jim Burroughs on behalf
of AT&T, and I think where it stands with regard to
HAW-3 is that AT&T has committed to, in the context
of the fishing agreement, to remove HAW-3 whenl
feasible, but that it is still a matter that is being
developed. And Dan, as to your point as to the
future possible use of HAW-3 for scientific research
purposes, that is one possible option for the use of.
that cable in the future, but that hasn’t been
decided as far as use of that cable -- correct me if
I'm wrong, Paul -- for scientific research purposes.
But as far as AT&T is concerned, in connection with
the fishermen, AT&T is committed to removing that
cable in cooperation with the fishermen if it turns
out that that is in the best interests of all.the

particular parties.
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JOSEPH GIANNINI: Clear as mud. I just want
to -- you know, that’s a real critical point to us.
I realize-the other one is someéthing with Hawaii,
applies to you, Randy. The other one; that they are
using that for scientific data but this has been a
lot of our trouble on that cabie laid on top of the
bottom there, and HAW-3 has been our big thing and,

you know, 1if we can see our way through to get some

kind of language in there to get -- I don’t like
"where feasible." That’s bad words for us. And they
have been straight with us. We’ve been straight with

them, and I just want to level the playing field hére
that that cable -- I don’t care if it’s part of the
permit condition. It needs to be out of there. Or
if we can come up with some language in the joint
committee, that’s fine, too, but I know "where
feasible" can be an awful long time, so we would like
to see it removed from the fishing community as part
of this.

DAN GORFAIN: Thank you very much.

RICK ALGERT: I am Rick Algert of the Harbor
District for the City of Morro Bay.

THE REPORTER: Rick --

RICK ALGERT: Rick Algert, A-l-g-e-r-t,
Commissioner fqr the Harbor District, and this was a

12
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question that has come up based on what I heard
pefore, but I believe that there’s a condition on the
removal eventually of all of the -- maybe you could
remind he how that’s going to be handled. What will
happen when the existing cables are no longer needed?

DAN GORFAIN: It is thé standard practice of
the State Lands Commission at the time of termination
of the lease or sooner, if the lease is abandoned by
the applicant, to have facilities removed. In this
case, what we say is that at the time that that
happens, if AT&T wishes to retain the cables, they
will have to apply to the Commission to do so and Qe
can consider it at that time, but typically, the
Commission requires facilities to be removed from
these leaseholds at the time that the lease
terminates.

'RICK ALGERT: 1Is there an expiration date on-
the lease permit?

DAN GORFAIN: It’s a 25-year lease.

RICK ALGERT: A 25-year lease?

DAN GORFAIN: Yes.

RICK ALGERT: How about the HAW-3 existing
cable? What’s the term on that?

DAN GORFAIN: - I- don’t know off the top of my

head. That cable still is under lease from the State

13
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Lands Commission and certainly we will £ake a look at
that and talk with AT&T and with the fishermen to see
what- can be worked out on that.

RICK ALGERT: So youf understanding at this
point is that no later than 25 -- well, in 25 years,
this -- well, what potentially would be recommended
by the State Lands Commission is issuance of a
25-year lease or permit on this project proposed
today which could be extended but also potentially in
25 years, if it’s just allowed to terminate, then the
most likely occurrence is that AT&T would be required
to remove 1it?

DAN GORFAIN: Uh-huh; yes. Let me just read
to you the mitigation measure because I think that
might help.

RICK ALGERT: Great.

DAN GORFAIN: "When the cables to be
installed are taken out of service, AT&T will submit
a plan for the removal as necessary so as not to
interfere with commercial fishing activities in the
areas such cables were previously installed."

RICK ALGERT: So would that be interpreted --
as best you can tell here today, would you interpret
that to mean if they are taken out of service in five
years, say; at that time that AT&T would submit a

14
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plan for fémoval?

DAN GORFAIN: That 1is correct.

RICK ALGERT: That would be.what- I had
understoéd.

DAN GORFAIN: AThat’s correct.

RICK ALGERT: It’s good to hear that because
that, I think, is an important issue, too, that if
the cables like HAW-3 just aren’t allowed to sit out
there being unused, but who knows what the technology
will be in five years.

DAN GORFAIN: That'’s true.

RICK ALGERT: And that was kind of my
assumption, too, and that’s good to hear.

PAUL SHORB: Can I offer comment on that
maybe to hopefully clarify it better?

RICK ALGERT: Sure.

PAUL SHORB: My understanding of this
language is that the threshold test is interference
with commercial fishing activities, so if at that
time, due to the meter burial of these, there’s not
perceived to be any interference with commercial
fishing activities, this mitigation step does not
assume it will be removed.

DAN GORFAIN: That is ﬁot correct. The
policy of the Commission typically is, as I sadid

15
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earlier, that wﬂen a lease terﬁinates, the
improvements on that lease are removed unless the
Commission opts to retain them. But the first
position is to have facilities removed.

PAUL SHORB: Right. I didn’t mean to restate
your general policy, but as to interpreting this
language, it seems to me it doesn’t add to your
policy. Your policy is your policy and this says the
mitigation is to remove it if it’s interfering, so
clearly, you still have the authority to implement
your policy with regard to removal.

DAN GORFAIN: Yes.

RICK ALGERT: The other issue, obviously, is
the termination date isn’t necessarily until 25 years
unless both parties voluntarily agree to terminate
earlier, so maybe you’re talking about a condition
kicking in before a termination date which kind of
seems to me he’s trying to qualify that -- in other
words, what I am understanding AT&T saying is or my
understanding at this point with them, at least,
might be that the cable wouldn’'t necessarily be
removed unless it was presenting an obstruction. I
don’t find that unsatisfactory on the surface. And
off the top of my head, it seems like if the cable
isn’t presenting a problem and no one is objecting,

16
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that doesn’t seem unreasonable to me. I think 1if one
fisherman or independent user does find the cable to
be inhibiting or-would object, I would think that
would be enough to potentially meet the threshold to
merit at least looking at removal even if the lease
wasn’t terminated.

DAN GORFAIN: I think the general position of
the Commission and its general policy is that we
don’t want our lands fo become dumping grounds for
past activities, so we always look at removal of
facilities.

RICK ALGERT: That’s a good policy and thefe
are a number of cables; I think, in a lot of places
in the tide lands.

DAN GORFAIN: And a lot of other remnants of
development. And I will tell you that the state has
also spent millions of dollars removing various
remnants of prior facilities up and down. the coast,
and "it’s been a nightmare in many areas and a public
hazard.

RICK ALGERT: Okay. The question I had kind
of was to future process, and I was going to make a
comment. What would happen after this hearing?
Could you explain to me the State Lands Commission’s

time chart?
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DAN GORFAIN: Yes. As I said, the public
comment period is open until the 28th of February.

At that time we will take all. the comments received
iniwriting and verbally at the hearing this afternoon
and this evening, prepare responses to each of the
comments and prepare the Final EIR which may include
modifications based on the comments received. At
that point the EIR will go to the Commission for
certification as meeﬁing the requirements of CEQA and
for consideration of AT&T’s application for a lease.

RICK ALGERT: And what was the date on that
again? I'm sorry.

DAN GORFAIN: February 28th is the close of
comments.

RICK ALGERT: Right. And did you give a date
for the Commission’s meeting?

DAN GORFAIN: No, we don’t have one. We
expect it will be held at either the end of March or
early April.

RICK ALGERT: Does the State Lands Commission
meet on a monthly basis or --

DAN GORFAIN: It does not at this time. It

meets approximately every two months. It does not

-have a regular meeting date.

RICK ALGERT: So the meeting in February and

18
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the meeting in April?

DAN GORFAIN: There is a meeting on February
8th, and so two months hence will probably be early
April.

RICK ALGERT: Okay. »And this may be -- you
know, I don’t know that you can answer this, but once
they would receive the State Lands Commission’s
approval of the lease, there is a coastal permit, I
presume, or that may go concurrently? Maybe AT&T
could answer that.

DAN GORFAIN: A Coastal Commission permit
will be considered donsecutively. I'm not sure the
Coastal Commission will deem the application cbmplete
before the State Lands Commission acts.

R;CK ALGERT: But that is a possibility; that
that application is going forward?

DAN GORFAIN: The Coastal Commission will not
act on this project until after the State Lands
Commission has acted.

RICK ALGERT: The EIR would have to be
certified to be complete for their application to --

DAN GORFAIN: Actually, not really, because
the Coastal Commission doesn’t strictly rely on CEQA.
The Coastal Commission process is certified by the
Secretary for Resources as being a functional

. 19
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equivalent of CEQA. They do their own analysis and

prepare their own findings based on the Coastal Act.

.RICK ALGERT: After the Coastal Commission

permits, what would be required in terms of

regulatory before construction could commence?

PAUL

permits; for

SHORB: There are a couple of other

example, the U.S. Army Corps of

Engineers typically would wait until all the State

permits have

hope in this

been granted. They typically, and we

case they would, issue their- approval as

soon as feasible afterwards. In some cases, they

have done it

RICK

PAUL

construction

RICK

the next day.

ALGERT: Okay.

SHORB: So our hope is we would begin
days after Coastal Commission approval.

ALGERT: And my understanding is that

you’'re now proposing to coordinate the construction

with the MCI

PAUL

RICK

PAUL

RICK

WorldCom project?

SHORB: Correct.

ALGERT: That’s a good choice.
SHORB: Okay.

ALGERT: I just wanted to comment to the

State Lands Commission, and finally, I thank you for

Your answers.

and I looked,

As I went back through my file today
‘it was in December of 1997 that the

20
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Ciéy first wrote a letter to the Coastal Commission
and the State Lands Commission énd the. Army Corps of
Engineers asking to be kept informed of any pending-
applicaﬁions they had on file, any agencies they had
on file for offshore fiber optic cables.

Preceding that by about four months, we had
been hearing rumors of new pending projects, and I

would just let you know that when the AT&T cable was

‘installed in ’'94-'95, that last one, I remember being

told at that time, I believe by AT&T staff, that at

that time, and I believe this is true, that was
foreseen as the necessary fiber optic capacity for
the next 15 or 20 years. I forget what the exact
number was but I believe that that was everybody’s
expectation in 1994, and yet, in 1997, here we were
hearing rumors of fantastic numbers of people showing
interest in offshore fiber optic cables; all kinds of
proposals going around. During-that time we found
oﬁt;that there was no regulatory process virtually at
all. There had been State Lands Commission leases
issued with no environmental review and that’s no
criticism to you.

DAN GORFAIN: There was an environmental
review. We prepared a Negative Declaration, not an

EIR.
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RICK ALGERT: Excuse me. There was an
environmental review but there was no apparent public
commeﬁt process. We were ﬁevef asked to comment or
to give any project reviéw so --. -

DAN GORFAIN: Well, again, there was a public
review process. It was not as extensive and it did
not include a public hearing. Prior projects were
not as controversial. However, the Commission did
follow the process required under the law.

RICK ALGERT: And I stand correctéd. I'1l1l
just make a note that since we’ré being somewhat
technical, then I don‘t believe the City of Morro Bay
is the most -- the closest -- outside the Céunty, the
closest public agency that was notified of any
official actions or permit applications on that
project, which is somewhat remarkable in this modern
day regulatory environment, but, then, again, I think
that most of these projects were seen as rare.
Obviously, the whole environment and demand for the
thing had changed. They were seen as benign,
relatively benign installations, and this all changed
very, very quickly in ’97-'98. We were trying to
figure out how many were out there, what the process
was, and we asked the State Lands Commission to help
us and the State Lands Comﬁission has. We asked in

22
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1998 when we found out that the City -- it became
clear to us that the City would have no regulatory
jurisdiction, regulatory directive, including
jurisdictional permitting authority on any of these
projects because they are all outside the grant of
lands of the City of Morro Bay;

We asked the State Lands Commission and the
Coastal Commission to achieve three things for the
City in its project reviews, and one was a full
environmental review, which we feel has been done
very well. We agree with AT&T that although there
can be quibbled over very specific aspects of it, the
process appears to have been achieved, both in the
MCI WorldCom and the AT&T projects.

We also had asked for an agreement to be
reached by these cable project proposals with the
fishing industry and we applaud AT&T and MCI WorldCom
for reaching those agreements. The cable-lands-on
committee is underway and appears to be, although
they have some things to work out, that appears to be
a bright star for the future here.

And, finally, we asked them to continue to
consider socioeconomics aspects of this project. And
while we still feel like there’'s some things to argue
there, we have recently forged a closer partnefship

23
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holds with AT&T and MCI. They’re participating in
some community projects that we really appreciate.

So I just want to make it clear that the
State Lands Commission hés played an important role,
not only for local jurisdictions here but for the
citizens and state, I think, in setting a policy now
that has a good process that has really been created
in the last year and a half and you have done a éood
job.

DAN GORFAIN: Thank you. We appréciate.your
comments.

RICK ALGERT: Thank you.

JAY ELDER: I'm Jay Elder, Port San Luis
Harbor manager. I indicated to the court
stenographer that I was going to talk fast here so
she couldn’t catch me, but I don’t normally do that.

I want to thank you for inviting us here
today, and Rick asked the questions, the majority of
the questions that I had on my mind. I do have a
couple that he didn’t cover.

Jumping off from some of this cost, I’'m
curious about the lease terms and éonditions and if
there is going to be a publie document once they are
signed or available prior to signing and if we can
get that information to the City, the Harbor

.24
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District, and the fishermen. That could be important
for us to take a look at that just to make sure that
the fishing intérests are answered.

DAN GORFAIN: Typically, it is our éolicy not
to share lease documents until they are signed. Once
they are signed, before the Commission meeting, they
will be available. I can’t tell you when they will
be signed, but this is something that you cértainly
should request in writing.

JAY ELDER: And, again, I guess I.should
apologize for not being well-versed in the
environmental impact report that’s before us, but
I’'ve got another 26 days to go before I have to lick
my stamp and send it to you. We do intend to make
comment pending review from our Harbor Commissions,
but today, I just wanted to share some of our
interests and concerns with the State Lands
Environmental consultant and AT&T.

It’s our understanding that the lease under
CEQA is a project that needs to be addressed in the
EIR, so basié lease terms and conditions we would
expect to be in there and, again, I apologize for not
being well-versed in that document. I'm still
spinning from the one I read last month.

DAN GQRFAIN; AOkay.

25
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JAY ELDER: Thank you. If those issues are
in there, we will look for them.

Number two, again, we are of thé same feeling
és the City of Morro Bay as stated by Mr. Algert,
that we have come a long way with this project. We
appreciate all the hard work that’s gone into the
State Lands Commission stepping up to the plate and
orchestrating it; AT&T keeping the fishermen informed
and the municipalities.

We are extremely pleased with the.direction
and the progress that’s being made with the fishermen
and Cable Committee situation. We look forward to
working together with them. I think that went a long
ways in making this EIR work. We still have some
special interests in regards to the Cable Committee.
I'm not sure what the EIR has to say about that, but
we just want to go on record as supporting that and
extend our appreciation to State Lands and AT&T for
making that happen.

I think there’s a lot of people in the
audience that are probably in the same boat that I
am, haven’t fully digested the EIR, and maybe we
could have the consultant give us a thumbnail sketch
highlighting what the areas of review may have been,
what the significant class 1 or class 2 impacts were

: : 26
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identified and how they were mitigated. It would
save me a little bit of reading maybe.

So in conéIusion, I think that the Port San
Luis Harbor Districé, in review of the information
that we'’'ve looked at so far and, of course, based on
the Fiber Optic Cable Committee with the fisheries, I
think we are in strong support or will make a
recommendation to our Harbor District that we support
the mitigation measures in this EIR and intend to
issue a letter commenting on the project.‘ Thank you.

DAN GORFAIN: Thank you very much.

Mike Dungan, maybe you can just summarize very
quickly, maybe touch upon the key impact areas.

MIKE DUNGAN: I'll try here.

DAN GORFAIN: Maybe I should just do
something before you do that; kind of narrow the
scope a little bit by focusing on the key issue
areas.

The EIR addresses a wide range of
environmental issues, environmental issue areas that
are required by law to be addressed as they apply to
projects. And if you look at some of the chapter
headings, we describe the project, look at
alternatives and at the environmerntal setting. We

then examine the environmental consequences of the
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project. The issue areas addressed in this EIR
include air quality, geology, water quality}
biocological resources, culthral'resdufces,'land use
and recreation, aesthetics and noise, marine
transportation, sys;em safety and risk of upset,
socioeconomics and then some other issues; kind of a
catch-all category. In looking at alternatives that
are feasible where the "no-project" alternative is
environmentally preferred to doing the project, the
EIR identifies the Environmentally Superiér
Alternative which actually turns out to be the
project that, as we understand it, AT&T is going to
pursue before the Commission. Not the original
project they filed for, but the "Maximum Burial
Alternative."

JAY ELDER: Which is an alternative.

DAN GORFAIN: Yes, it is an alternative to
the original project which would have much greater
impéct.

And, obviously, the key areas in this
document that receive the most attention are the most
controversial. Areas recei&ing the most attention
are marine biology and the hard bottoms affected by
the cable, commercial fishing and socioeconomic
impacts. I will ask Mike to summafiie those three
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areas rather than the whole range of issues unless

'you have questions about some of the others.

MIKE DﬁNGANz Okay. Well, the, what we call
the "Maximum Burial Alternative" as shown here was
developed in response to the initial analysis and
direction from State Lands Commission and comments
from a Variety of sources that we needed to look at
an alternative that reduced the areas of nonburial of
the cable and reduced the crossing of high-relief
areas that may be considered sensitive fof biological
resources. So that’s where this alternative;came_
from, and the Draft EIR carries comparison between
the original propoSed routes and the maximum burial
alternative routes through the whole document so you
can see side by side.

In some areas the differences are not
significant. In the areas that Dan mentioned;
commercial fishing, marine biology, and overlapping
comﬁercial fishing, the socioceconomic issues, the
differences are pretty profound, and the -- let’'s
see. I'l]l back up a little bit.

The biological characteristics of the sea

- floor along the proposed alternative routes were

studied pretty intensively by SAIC and others using
ROV, basically to run transects along the routes and
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look at the biological communities along the
different routes.

The_sea'floor conditions were mapped in great
detail as shown here, and when we—lay out the
proposed alternative cable routes on the different
sea floor conditions, you see that the original
proposed routes result in about 95 percent of the
cable being in soft-bottom areas where it could be
buried, and the reroutes achieved better than 99
percent burial. And along with the 99 pefcent burial
is lesser overlap of any rocky substrate habitat
where biological impacts are created.

As far as the commercial fishing impacts, we
attempted to identify the areas of conflict where
placement of the cable could affect where and how
fishermen are able to fish. We recognize the
contribution of fishing to the local economy and the
potential -- the relative vulnerability of fishermen
who are out there to what may seem to be minor
increases in cost or revenue that can really affect
the viability of their operation and, in turn, affect
the contributions of fishing to the local economy.

And in reviewing the measures- that were sort
of on the table between AT&T and the fishing
community, Eo address their concerns, the EIR
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‘identifies specifically how various measures could

mitigate_those concerns. And we feel that for the
"Maximum Burial Alternative[".all the potentially-
significant impacts would be‘mitigated.

I should highlight that the one impact that
can’t be mitigated for the original proposed routes
involves the crossing of those high-relief rocky
substrates and for that original route, that would be
considered a significant unmitigable impact.

DAN GORFAIN: I just want to add éhat when
you do get to reading this document, you willl see
that in the areas of commercial fishing and
socioeconomics, we actually incorporated many of the
provisions of the fishermen agreements that we felt
were appropriate to include as mitigation measures.
So a lot of them will look familiar to you.

JAY ELDER: Thank you.

DAN GORFAIN: Yes.

RANDY LARSEN: I'm Randy Larsen. I am a
Morro Bay fishermen on the Cable Committee. And as
regards to HAW-3, again, I just want to get cleared
up that we were assured that that cable is not being
used for research; specifically, from Ellen Brain
and --

DAN GORFAIN: Specifiéally what?
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RANDY LARSEN: Specifically by Ellen Brain
from AT&T. She assﬁréd us that that cable is not for
research and gave us herAaséurance for removal of
that cabie. The only problem she had foreseen with
the removal was what to do with the old cable once it
was brought out of the ocean; you know, where to
store it, where to dump it. You just can’t dump it
anywhere. And I just want to state here; you said,
well, that specifically, if they don’t have a use for
it, they must remove the cable. Well, ho& they get
rid of the cable really isn’t a concern of ours.

They put the cable there. They need to figure out
what to do with it once they take it out. So we just
want to make sure that the State realizes we were
told from AT&T that that’s not used as research and
so, again, we would like to see that HAW-3, possibly
part of the permit process, removed specifically like
the State says they want. Because, see, even though
it’s part of -- what you say is part of your plan;
that all cables, once they’re no longer used are
removed. Well, to date, no cable has ever been
removed. The only one that was ever removed was
through HAW-2. That worked out to a thousand
fathoms. And that had nothing to do with removing it
for them to, ah, remove it for the purpose of what
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the State required. They removed it so they could

bury the three cables that were put in in ’93-'94;

whenever. ~So to date, they’ve never removed a cable

yet.A That’s why we are real concerned that they will
follow through on what they said on HAW-3.

DAN GORFAIN: Just for your information, I’'m
trying to jog my memory, but I believe -- excuse me.
We need some water here. I believe that this
cable -- that HAW-3 1s still under lease from the
Commission. The lease has not expired. it doesn’t
mean that we cannot work something out with AT&T tp
have it removed. We will certainly pursue that.
We’ve got two comments now from you and from Jody,
and we will definitely pursue this issue.

RANDY LARSEN: Okay. That’s what we would
like to see. You know, I mean, we had assurances
from Ellen from AT&T that that was the only drawback
to the removal; was what to do with the old cable.
Thank you. y

PAUL SHORB: Let me just respond to Randy, to
you and Jody, that Ellen is still engaged in this
project. And I'm sorry I wasn’'t part of that
discussion so I didn’t know what was discussed.

RANDY LARSEN: No, you weren't.

PAUL SHORB: So I'm sure whatever we agreed
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to, I'm sure we will live up to.

RANDY LARSEN: Okay.

PAUL SHORB: Whatever that was.

RANDY LARSEN: Okay.

JOSEPH GIANNINI: And I don’t think any of us
are -- you guys have done a great job working with
us, and this is just kind of a contentious issue, and
like I say, we are not coming down on the project.
It’s just this particular issue was an old project
that we’d like to see for sure taken care.of for
safety reasons. I mean, we have been hung up on
that. Everybody’s been hung up on that.

RANDY LARSEN: It is the only cable that has
been a conflicting cable with the fishing community.

DAN GORFAIN: Thank you. Are there any other
comments on the Draft EIR at this point?

Hearing none, I will adjourn this meeting
until 7:00 this evening when we will reconvene and
take any additional comments at that time. Thank you
very much for coming.

Again, I do want to close by reminding you
that the comment period is open until February 28th.
We would like to have the comments in our office by
then; any written comments. Thanks much.

JODY GIANNINI: Thank you.
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RICK ALGERT: Thank you.

RANDY LARSEN: Thank you.

JAY ELDER: Thank you.

(At 4:05 p.m. a break was held until
7:33 p.m.)

DAN GORFAIN: Good evening. My name is Dan
Gorfain. I am the project manager for the proposed
AT&T China-U.S. Cable Network project in Morro Bay;
S7 and E1.

Let the record show that we are aﬁ the
Veterans Hall in Morro Bay. The time is 7:33 p.m. on
February 1lst, 2000, and in the audience are
representatives of SAIC, AT&T, Beveridge & Diamond
and one ather person who was here at the hearing this
afternoon and has indicated -- his name is Jack
Schatz. Am I correct?

JACK SCHATZ: Yes.

DAN GORFAIN: And he has indicated he will
not have any comments to make.

Considering that there’s no member of the
public present and it has been about 34 minutes since
the evening hearing was to start, expecting no one
else at this point, I will close the hearing, adjourn
it, and thank you very much for coming.

(Proceedings concluded at 7:34 p.m.)

o . 35
MERIT REPORTING & VIDEO




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

- o0o -

REPORTER'S CERTIFICATE

STATE OF CALIFORNIA )
) SS.
COUNTY OF SAN LUIS OBISPO )

I, JERI CAIN, CSR #2460, RMR-CRP-CRR, Official
Court Reporter Pro Tem for the Superior and Municipal
Courts of the State of California, County of San Luis
Obispo, do hereby certify that the foregoing pages
éomprise a full, true and correct transcript of the
proceedings held in the within-entitled matter
recorded by me by computer shorthand on the date and
at the hour herein written and transcribed into this
official transcript.

In compliance with Section 8016 of the Business
and Professions Code, I certify under penalty of

perjury that I am a Certified Shorthand Reporter with

License No. 2460 in full force and effect.

WITNESS my hand this 11th day of February, 2000.

.

CSR\“#2460, RMR-CRP-CRR

36
MERIT REPORTING & VIDEO




E. RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
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CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION: RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

Comments from the letter contained in Section C of this document are reproduced below,
numbered as in the letter, with each comment followed by a response.

Increments

1. We recommend that the DEIR be revised to utilize consistent increments of
measurement, followed by alternative units in parentheses. A conversion table in the

appendix would also assist project analysis.

RESPONSE: Consistent increments of measurement are used to the maximum extent
possible, usually followed by alternative units in parentheses. Different subject
areas employ different conventions as to English vs. metric, and converting all of
these measurements to one system can be awkward, as, for example, when “10
meters” in the original context is converted to “32.8 feet,” giving a false sense of
precision. A conversion table is included in the back cover of the document.

~ Project Descriptibn

Project Schedule

2. The Activity Duration Table [Table 5 (p. 2-20)] should be expanded to include the
predicted schedule for the project.

RESPONSE: The durations presented in Table 5 on page 2-20 represent the estimated days of
work needed to complete each individual task. Some tasks overlap and some may be
delayed due to weather, vessel scheduling or mechanical difficulties. The total days
from the beginning of the first task to the end of the last task may vary from the total
estimated duration. The table, as revised below, includes a line item for pre-lay
grapnel runs, 5 to 7 days, but the total estimated days of work remains the same,
reflecting the likelihood that the grapnel run would occur concurrently with shore-

end operations.

Commencement and completion of the project depend on time of receipt of all
project approvals which is projected to be mid-May to June.

3. The DEIR states that shore-end activities have been approved by San Luis Obispo
County and the California Department of Parks and Recreation (2.3.1, p. 2-7) Please
provide copies of this permission in appendix C. Additionally, please provide detailed
maps of project locations. :

RESPONSE: See attachments. For a detailed map of the shore-end project locations, see
DEIR Figure 6.
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Table 5. Activity Duration Table

Item Duration
Shore-end operations
Set-up, expose onshore end of bore pipe, prepare pipe for pulling 3-5 days
Pull cables into existing bore pipe ' 1 day
Clean-up and parking lot restoration 3 days
Pre-Lay Grapnel Run 5-7 days
Nearshore Cable Installation
Expose End of Bore Pipe and prepare for pulling (work boat / dive platform) 2 days
Feed both cables into existing bore pipe (ship of opportunity) 1 day
Lay E1 cable along it's course to a point 3.1 miles offshore and buoy the cable off 1 day
(ship of opportunity)
Back-track to end of bore pipes and lay S7 cable along its course to a point 3.1 miles - 1day

offshore and buoy off (ship of opportunity)

Retrobury Nearshore Cables (work boat / dive platform) 4 days

Off-Shore Cable Installation

Splice E1 cable and lay from 3.1 miles offshore to outer continental shelf. (main cable lay 5 days
ship).

Splice onto S7 cable at 3.1 miles offshore and lay cable toward the PRC (mail cable lay 5 days
ship)

Retrobury Nearshore & Offshore Cables (cable ship with ROV, Sea Plow) 8-9 days

Total Estimated Duration 33-37 days

Burial of the Submarine Cable System

4. Once installed, it is anticipated that the cable will be buried at a depth of 0.6 to 1.5
meters, depending on water depth (2.2.3, p. 2-6). If these are target depths, than the
MND should provide some documentation of the possible variance between target and
actual depths, and further explanation of why the 1.5 meter burial depth is not planned
for the entire burial length.

RESPONSE: Proposed mitigation measure CRF-1 would require burial to a depth of 0.9
meters in areas between 3 miles from shore and 1,000 fathoms (1,800 meters) water
depth. To achieve this, burial equipment will be set to bury the cable to 0.9 meters (3
feet), although actual burial results may vary slightly up or down depending on
sediment conditions. During burial operations, various parameters from the plow or
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Remote Operated Vehicle, depending on which is currently being used, are
monitored real-time by shipboard staff to assure that the equipment is functioning
properly and proper burial is achieved. These parameters include water depth, burial
depth, tension, speed, pitch, roll and other operational variables.

Deeper burial is not planned for the project due to complications in removing the
cable should the need arise for a repair, and because the extra depth is not required
for purposes of avoiding impacts to marine mammals and fishing equipment. Cable
repair complications have to do with the method by which the cables are retrieved.
In deeper waters (i.e., waters beyond the 3-mile limit), a detrenching grapnel will be
dragged a short distance through the ocean bottom sediments at a perpendicular
angle to the cable for purposes of hooking the faulty cable and lifting it to the surface
for repair. The deeper the cable is buried, the greater the force that is required to
drag a the grapnel through the ocean bottom sediments. This corresponds to a
heightened risk for damage to the cable when it is hooked by the grapnel. Once
hooked, lifting the cable from deeper burial depths also increases the likelihood of
damage to the cable as it is pulled out of the sediments by the cable repair.vessel.
Burial at the proposed mitigation measure of 0.9 meters (3 feet) reduces this repair
risk to the cables while still achieving a depth, with an adequate margin for safety,
that avoids the potential for interaction with marine mammals and fishing gear:- -

AT&T proposes to inspect cables “...after any event, such as an earthquake in the
offshore area, that may affect cables, to ensure that they remain buried, and to retrobury
when necessary and feasible....” (2.2.3, p. 2-7). Please elaborate on the following: 1)
quantify what constitutes an “event” that warrants inspection; 2) What constitutes
“necessary” retroburial; and 3) What might make retroburial infeasible.

RESPONSE: AT&T will be required to conduct burial verification of the cables every 18 to

24 months by Remote Operated Vehicle (CRF-1). Additionally, AT&T will be
inspecting its cables after any event that may affect the cables. Such inspection will
occur within approximately thirty days after the event, depending on weather.
Specifically, (1) an “event” refers to an incident or activity (such as a gear snag), the
circumstances of which indicate the likelihood that a cable has become unburied; or
to an act of God, such as an earthquake in the vicinity of the cables measuring 5.0 or
greater on the Richter scale that could cause deformation of the sea floor or
underwater land slides, a hurricane that could cause excessive ocean turbulence, or an
unusually severe winter storm or tidal wave that could cause excessive ocean floor
scouring. (2) Retroburial will become necessary where a portion of the previously
buried cable becomes unburied. (3) Retroburial would not be feasible if the “event”
causing the cable to become exposed so significantly changed the ocean floor
environmental that hard bottom substrate replaced the previously existing soft
bottom sediments.

The DEIR states that videos documenting the results of the inspections will be provided
to the California Joint Cable/Fisheries Liaison Committee (JCFLC) for verification.
(2.2.3, p. 2-7 and 1.10.2, p. 2-23) Please add the Coastal Commission to the list of
recipients for burial and reburial verification, including video, and magnetic sensor
recording device records, and state this in the DEIR so that concerned parties may
access this information conveniently.




E. Responses to Comments — California Coastal Commission

RESPONSE: Agreed. The seventh bullet of mitigation measure CRE-1 is revised to read as
follows:

AT&T will conduct burial verification of the cables by Remote Operated Vehicle
every 18 to 24 months and after any event that may affect the cables. Such inspection
will occur within approximately 30 days after the event, depending on weather.
“Event” for the purposes of this measure is defined as: an incident or activity (such as
a gear snag), the circumstances of which indicate the likelihood that a cable has
become unburied; or act of God, such as an earthquake in the vicinity of the cables
measuring 5.0 or greater on the Richter scale that could cause deformation of the sea
floor or underwater landslides, or an unusually severe storm or tidal wave that could
cause excessive ocean floor scouring. Copies of the videotapes recording the
verification will be provided to the Committee, the CSLC, and the CCC.

7. During the pre-cable laying operation the grapnel run will collect debris, and then bring
it aboard ship for later disposal in port (2.3.2, p. 2-10). What sort of debris is anticipated,
and how will disposal proceed?

RESPONSE: The pre-lay grapnel run will collect debris such as abandoned fishing line, nets,
anchor line, winch cables, and other similar debris that has been discarded over the
years by fishing and other vessels. This debris will be contained on the vessel until
the vessel reaches port. Once in port, the debris will be hauled to a commercial
landfill by a refuse disposal company. Additionally, the video from the regular post-
installation surveys will reveal any debris that may accumulate in the vicinity of the
buried cables, and that information will be made available to the CSLC and the
Coastal Commission in accordance with the response to Comment #6.

8. Suspending cables by buoys during the cable laying operation is a significant aspect of
this project proposal (2.3.2.2, p. 2-12). The reasonable worst-case scenario outlines a
situation whereby two suspended cables extend from the end of the borehole to 3.1
miles offshore. Potential impacts to fishermen are alleged to be mitigated by the fact that
the suspended cable is located within the three-mile limit, inside of which trawling and
gill-netting do not occur. However, a suspended cable poses as much of a risk to a
troller as to a trawler, and to other forms of fishing gear, as well as marine mammals,
particularly cetaceans. The DEIR poses the possibility that cables will remain suspended
and buoyed for two to four weeks. Please explain, in greater detail, how risks to marine
mammals, commercial fishermen and boaters utilizing various gear types will be
avoided.

RESPONSE: As the cable is laid in its pre-determined course, it will sink to the bottom and
either be plowed in or laid on the ocean bottom surface awaiting retro-burial by
divers or a ROV, depending on the water depth. The cable will not be suspended at
the ocean surface. There will be a temporary buoy to mark the end of the cable at
approximately 3.1 miles offshore where it will be temporarily recovered to the
surface for purposes of splicing it into the deep water cable that will be buried to the
1,000-fathom water depth and from there laid to its ultimate destination.
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AT&T has proposed a process by which the cables are laid directly on the ocean floor,
and then retroburied up to one month later with ROV technology (2.3.2.4, p. 2-13). It is
unclear why the cable is not proposed for immediate burial in order to avoid or
minimize risks to boaters, fishermen and marine mammals, and why ROV is preferred
to seaplow burial. Can the significant delays in cable burial described in Step 4 (2.3.24,
p-. 2-13) be avoided?

RESPONSE: AT&T intends to begin the ROV retroburial as soon as the main cable ship

10.

vacates the areas. It is expected that the ROV retroburial will be completed in eight
to nine days of continuous operation. The DEIR states that it may take up to one
month to complete the operation because it may not be possible to begin immediately
due to weather, vessel and ROV availability. Once begun, the retroburial may be
delayed periodically due to weather or mechanical difficulties.

Retroburial is proposed for water depths greater that 1,200 meters due to two factors:
(1) the ocean floor begins to drop rapidly at this point and the slope exceeds the safe
operating slope for the cable plow; (2) the cable plow is not designed to operate at
depths greater than 1200 meters. Only ROV burial is feasible at this point.

In section 2.9.4 the DEIR discusses abandonment options for the project (2.9.4, p:2-22).
The DEIR mentions four scenarios, and proposes one; partial removal. Please provide
analysis of partial removal and complete removal. =

RESPONSE: Detailed environmental analysis of the effects of cable removal will require an

assessment of the environmental conditions at the time of removal. Although it is
not possible to predict these conditions 25 years hence (the term of the proposed
lease), environmental impacts associated with removal of buried cables can be
expected to be somewhat comparable to the impacts associated with the installation
and burial of the cables on the assumption that there is no significant change in the
affected environment over the life of the cables. However, it is too speculative to
consider how environmental conditions might change, if at all, over the life of the

cables.

The State Lands Commission will require AT&T, upon abandonment of the cables, to
remove all conduit and inactive cable from the Mean High Tide Line to the limit of
the agency’s jurisdiction. Prior to removal of any conduit or cable, AT&T will submit
plans and specifications to the State Lands Commission and the California Coastal
Commission that describe the proposed removal process. These plans and
specifications will provide for removal of cables as necessary so as not to interfere
with commercial fishing activities in areas where such cables were previously
installed. No removal will be undertaken unless and until approved by these

agencies.
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Cable System Repair

11.

According to a recent analysis, “Out of 539 fiber-optic cable faults documented
worldwide in the last 10 years...44% were caused by fishing gear/cable interaction...21
percent were caused by anchors, 12 percent were caused by other third parties, and 23
percent were not caused by third parties....” (Evans and Byous 1999) Please include a
more extensive description of the causes of faults or problems in the operation of
submarine fiber optic cable systems worldwide in the EIR, and how such problems will
be avoided or mitigated by AT&T.

RESPONSE: Fishing gear that affects submarine cables worldwide includes hydraulic clam

dredges, scallop dredges and otter trawls. AT&T reports that it is impossible to tell
after the fact what type of gear caused a particular fault, unless, as in the case of
California offshore waters, there is only one type of gear used locally (otter trawls)
that has the capability of damaging an unburied cable (buried cables offshore
California have never been damaged or entangled in any way with fishing gear).
Other fishing gear that causes faults elsewhere in the world include beam trawls in
the North Sea and Stow Nets near the mouth of the Yangtze River in China. Faults
caused by “other third parties” include seabed construction (including submarine
cables) and oil and gas exploration and development. Component failures are
included in the “not third party” category and could include failure of a repeater or
optical amplifier, fiber, conductor or cable insulation. Underwater landslides,
sometimes caused by earthquakes, hold the potential for causing a cable fault, but
there have been no instances of such failure offshore California due to the relatively
flat or gradually sloping terrain of the shelf that is crossed by the existing cables.

AT&T proposes to avoid or mitigate for these potential problems by (1) burying the
proposed cables to avoid potential entanglements with fishing gear, (2) aligning the
cables to minimize the potential for damage to or from other existing and proposed
submarine cables in the offshore area, and (3) avoiding geologically unstable areas
and steep slopes that could lead to landslide damage. There is no guarantee against
component failures, but AT&T reports that it has had good success with its fiber
optic submarine cables. None of the existing offshore California fiber optic cables,
for example, have ever been the subject of a component failure.

Environmental Setting, Project Impacts, and Mitigation Measures

12.

In describing cable abrasion of soft sedimentary rocks, the DEIR describes a “slack”
level of 1% in nearshore areas (4.3.3, p. 4.3-7). What constitutes “nearshore areas,” and
how does this affect the hectares off hard-bottom habitat potentially impacted by cable
movement?

RESPONSE: The “nearshore area” in the context of the referenced discussion of the

originally proposed cable alignments is the area within about 12 km (7.5 miles) of the
shore, to depths of about 150 m, that includes the areas of rocky substrate (DEIR
Figure 14). According to the engineering designs prepared by Tyco Submarine
Systems Limited (TSSL), cable slack throughout this area is 0.3 to 0.5 percent,
continuing farther offshore to depths of 1100 m. This amount of slack, which
translates to an additional 3 to 5 cm of cable for every 10 m along the route (1 to 2
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inches for every 30 feet), limits the extent to which a cable can move back and forth
and abrade soft sedimentary rocks. The width of this potential disturbance
“corridor,” estimated to be no more than 30 cm (1 foot) on an irregular rock surface, is
multiplied by the length of rocky substrate that is traversed by the cable to determine
the area (in hectares) of potential disturbance.

13. Have landslides down submarine canyons, such as those described in section 4.3-3 p.
4.3-7 affected cable burial or operations along the Central Coast? What is the likelihood
that such events could affect future burial and/or operations?

RESPONSE: None of AT&T's existing or proposed fiber optic cables on the continental shelf
off Central California cross submarine canyons. As a result of the avoidance of these
areas, cable burial and performance have not been affected, and are not expected to
be affected in the future, by landslides that can occur down the slopes of steep

submarine canyons.

Water Quality

14. The DEIR has not evaluated how ocean currents, waves, or storms would mobilize and
transport sediments disturbed during project construction and reburial operations. Is
there the potential for invertebrates or other nearby species to be smothered, and:to
what extent? We request that these possibilities be evaluated in the EIR. If the analysis
demonstrates the potential to smother marine organisms during construction or
operation of the proposed project, then their populations should be estimated and the
results included in the EIR so that avoidance or mitigation measures may be considered.

RESPONSE: The project's effects on turbidity, resulting from the transport of disturbed
sediments by ocean currents, are considered in section 4.4.3. As discussed in that
section, sediments disturbed during installation would disperse downcurrent in the
near-bottom waters, gradually settling out of suspension. The project would not
appreciably affect turbidity. The main effect of unusually large waves. or storms
would be to suspend and disperse additional amounts of sediment throughout the
nearshore waters, eliminating any small-scale effect due to the project.

Chapter 4.5 in the DEIR and supporting material in Appendix B describe in detail the
biological communities that occur along the proposed cable routes, and the nature of
project impacts on them. As discussed in that chapter, potential project impacts on
soft-bottom habitats and communities are limited to the immediate corridor of cable
installation. It is not expected that there would be an appreciable accumulation or
redeposition of sediments outside of these immediate areas of disturbance. The
fishes and invertebrates inhabiting these unconsolidated sediments typically live by
burrowing, and are unlikely to be affected by small amounts of fine sediments
settling out of suspension adjacent to the corridor.

15.  Please describe how far outside of the project area the chemical dump is located. (See
441, p. 4.4-1) :
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RESPONSE: The area of chemical munitions dumping, the use of which was discontinued

about 30 years ago, is 30 - 40 nautical miles south of the cable routes in depths of over
2,000 fathoms.

Biological Resources

16.

The DEIR, without analysis or data, concludes that noise levels will be limited to the
daylight hours, and have no impacts on terrestrial resources near the project work site.
(4.5.1, p. 4.5-1) Please explain or justify this conclusion.

RESPONSE: The first paragraph of Section 4.5.1 correctly describes the brief duration and
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confinement of project activities to the existing paved parking lot during the daylight
hours when ambient noise levels are generally increased. The equipment planned
for use at the parking lot is standard utility construction equipment (backhoe/
excavator, crane, compressor, winch, and generator) each piece of which will be fitted
with a “residential” mufflers to reduce its noise level to between 65 and 75 dBA.
These circumstances support the conclusion that there would be no adverse impacts
on terrestrial resources.

Under the Biological Resources section, a variety of marine mammals, such as Blue and
other whales, are omitted from the discussion of sensitive species, though they could be
imperiled by the presence of suspended or unburied cables. Please provide a broader
and more thorough analysis of this risk, particularly any information available
regarding cetacean trends and behavior in the vicinity of the proposed project. Blue
whales, for example, feed at depth in the Channel Islands during the summer months,
but are omitted from discussion. They should be evaluated, particularly given their
population level.

RESPONSE: In addition to California gray whales (discussed in the DEIR), whale species

that, depending on time of year, may be present in the offshore waters where the
cables would be installed. As include sperm, humpback, blue, and fin whales.

Sperm whales are present in California offshore waters year-round, reaching peak
abundance (0.011 per km?) from April through mid-June and from the end of August
through mid-November (Orr and Helm 1989; Barlow 1995; Forney et al. 1995; SWFSC
1997b; MMS 1999). Sperm whales have been sighted inshore along submarine
canyons, but typically prefer deepwater nutrient-rich shear zones along the edges of
oceanic trenches. This species typically dives to depths of 300 to 600 m (985 to 1,965
feet) to feed on large squid and deepwater fishes (Orr and Helm 1989; ARPA 1995;
MMS 1999). The eastern Pacific population of sperm whales appears to be relatively
stable, with several thousand individuals inhabiting the waters off of California,
Oregon, and Washington combined (Forney et al. 1999).

Humpback whales in the eastern North Pacific range from arctic waters south to
California in the summer and can frequently be seen migrating along the California
coast between April and November (Helm and Orr 1989; MMS 1999). Off California,
humpback whales can be relatively common (0.009 per km?), but typically occur 20 to
90 km (12 to 56 miles) offshore, and are rarely observed inshore (ARPA 1995; Barlow
1995; Forney et al. 1995). Humpback whales feed on krill and fishes at shallow
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depths. The eastern Pacific population of humpback whales appears to have
increased slightly in recent years, with 800-900 individuals inhabiting the waters off
of California, Oregon, and Washington combined (Forney et al. 1999).

Blue whales occur from the Aleutian Islands in the Bering Sea south, seasonally, to
tropical waters, and can be observed migrating along the continental slope west of
the Channel Islands from July to January (Orr and Helm 1989; Leet et al. 1992; MMS
1999). Blue whales are relatively common off California. Their population appears to
be stable or possibly increasing, with a recent population survey estimate of 2,300
individuals (0.033 per km?) off of California (Barlow 1995). In California waters, blue
whales typically feed on planktonic organisms (e.g., diatoms) 90 to 370 km (56 to 229
miles) offshore in oceanic zones at depths to 150 m (490 ft) (Leet et al. 1992; ARPA

1995; SWFSC 1997a; MMS 1999).

Similar to blue whales, fin whales migrate northward from subtropical calving and
wintering grounds to summer feeding grounds in Alaska. Fin whales are relatively
common (0.013 per km?) off California between March and October, but feed far
offshore at great depths (Leet et al. 1992; Barlow 1995; MMS 1999). Their population
appears to be stable, or possibly increasing. A recent survey estimated:.933
individuals present off California in the summer (Barlow and Gerrodette 1996)::.:::%

For reasons discussed in the DEIR on pages 4.5-24 to 4.5-26, project vessels and. cable
installation activities do not pose a significant risk to these and other marine mammals.
However, to provide additional assurance of compliance with the Marine Mammal
Protection Act, which does not allow harm or harassment to marine mammals, the CSLC will
require two additional mitigation measures, MB-2 and MB-3, which are as follows:
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MB-2: A marine mammal training video or photographic presentation shall be
reviewed by all shipboard personnel involved with cable operations to emphasize the
types of mammals that may occur in the project area, general habits and distribution,
and methods to avoid impacts. Included in the presentation shall be a listing of
contact numbers to report marine mammals in distress, and a requirement to make a
verbal report if any such mammals are observed during project operations.

MB-3: A biologist familiar with marine mammal behavior shall be present during
installation and repair activities to observe for marine mammals that approach the
project area. The observer shall be authorized to call a halt to project activities that
pose a risk of injury to marine mammals. ‘

The implementation of these measures would be monitored by the CSLC and the
CCC.

What have surveys of existing cables indicated about the effects of cable movement on
hard bottom habitat areas? (4.5, p.4.5-23)

RESPONSE: See the discussion under Post-Lay Occurrence of the Cable (page 4.5-25) in the

DEIR where it describes the observations made through ROV surveys. Existing
cables were observed by SAIC to be heavily encrusted with turf and invertebrates,
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and essentially cemented in-place to the rock surface by the growth of these
organisms. These observations suggest no movement or substantial effect on hard
bottom habitat. Other observations made in support of the WorldCom EIR did,
however, indicate shallow grooving of the rock surface in some areas. In assessing
impacts, the EIR used a worst case assumption that cable movement could cause
surficial disturbance in an area up to 30 cm wide.

In table 16 (4.5-29) and the accompanying text, it is difficult to determine what the
observed densities of benthic taxa were during the marine surveys. In many cases, no
species density levels are provided. Please describe observed densities, and how that
information was collected.

RESPONSE: The main text of the DEIR provides a summary that includes both densities and
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percent cover, the latter being more appropriate for organisms with indeterminate
growth. For example, see pages 4.5-14 and 4.5-15 and Tables 18 and 19 for species
densities. All of the data are provided, and the methodology described, in the
Appendix B ROV Survey Report. The inclusion of this technical appendix within the
same document ensures that the reader has access to all of the information.

How does AT&T intend to avoid harm to marine mammals during cable laying
operations? Will a biologist with expertise in marine mammals accompany the laying
vessel, and have authority to cease operations if marine mammals enter the project area?
If so, please provide information on the qualifications of the monitor and the specific
criterion which will be used to determine if marine mammals are being “endangered.”
Additionally, please explain under what particular circumstances work will stop.

RESPONSE: As a condition of lease approval, CSLC will require that a biologist familiar

with marine mammal behavior will be on the cable lay or support vessel to watch for
marine mammals that approach the project area during operations. If an animal gets
in proximity to the work area, the monitor will have the authority to direct the
cessation of operations until the animal has left the area. Upon completion of the
installation activities, a marine mammal monitoring report shall be submitted to
NMES, CDFEG, the California Coastal Commission and the CSLC.

Commercial and Recreational Fishing

21.

Please provide in the appendices any agreements entered into between AT&T and the
commercial fishermen discussed in this document. If similar agreements are not
envisioned for other mariners, than please describe what proactive steps AT&T intends
to take to minimize cable interactions between mariners and cables.

RESPONSE: See attached agreements with representatives of the fishing community. As to
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other mariners, the location of the cables will be depicted on nautical charts used by
mariners. Burial of the proposed cables by AT&T will minimize the already
negligible chance of a cable interaction involving such mariners.

In order to help assess AT&T’s ability to identify and mitigate previous impacts to
marine resources and commercial fishing interests stemming from existing cables,
please enumerate and describe the scenarios and claims for lost or damaged fishing gear
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entangled on AT&T's existing cables, particularly the abandoned HAW-2 and HAW-3
cables.

RESPONSE: As provided by AT&T, listed below are the known instances of cable
entanglements on HAW-2 and HAW-3 and claims paid for same. All incidents
involved commercial fish trawlers whose gear became entangled on these unburied
cables. None involved loss of life or damage to the vessel, but all involved some
degree of damage to the fishing gear, for which the fisherman was compensated by

AT&T.
March 23,1997, F/V POINT LOMA, Captain Barry Cohen for $37,735.73 on HAW-3.
May 7, 1994, F/V POINT LOMA, Captain David Wainscott for $32,825.76 on HAW-3.
June 20, 1990, F/V VIKING, Captain Ron Eachus for $24,479.00 on HAW-3.
December 14, 1989, F/V Vixen, Captain Mark Moreno for $14,523.20 on HAW-3.
June 12,1987, E/V PHYLLIS J, Captain David Wainscott for $10,550.00 on HAW-2.

October 14, 1987, F/V PAULA SUE, Captain Cal Cutler for $9,975.10 on HAW-3.

May 27, 1984, E/V ELAINE DELL, Captain Don Stewart for $7,354.45 on HAW-3.
February 27, 1984, F/V RIP YEAGER, Captain Frank Donahue for $11,117.13 on HAW-2.

23.  To what extent has AT&T patrolled existing cable locations for possible fishing
gear/cable interactions? Will such patrolling take place in the future, and if so,

how?

RESPONSE: AT&T reports that it patrols the Central California cables four to